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MEMORANDA. 

Robert  Baynes  Armstrong  and  David  Dtrndas^  Esqs., 
were,  in  February  1840,  appointed  her  Majesty's 
counsel. 

Serjeants  Adamsj  Andrews,  Storks,  Ludlow,  Bumpas, 
GouUmm,  and  Talfourd  received  patents  of  precedency, 
conferring  upon  them  the  same  rank  which  they  held 
under  the  warrant  of  King  William  the  Fourth,  (a) 

William  Glover  and  Stephen  Gazelee,  Esqs.,  were,  in 
Trinity  vacation,  1840,  called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeants 
at  Law. 

Sir  George  Rose,  Knt,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  was  appointed  one  of  the  Masters  in 
Ordinary  of  this  Court,  in  the  room  of  Lord  Henley,  de- 
ceased. 

William  Wightman,  Esq.,  was,  in  Trinity  term,  1841, 
appointed  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  in  the  room  of  Sir  Joseph  Littledale,  Knt,  re- 
signed. 

Sir  John  Campbell,  Knt.,  her  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General,  was,  in  7rim/y  vacation,  1841,  appointed  Lord 
High  Chancellor  of  Ireland^  and  created  Baron  Camp* 
beU. 

(a)  See  6  Bwg.  K.  C,  339. 
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GENERAL  ORDER  xi 

1841. 


GENERAL    ORDER. 

It  is  ordered,  That  in  all  cases  where  any  stocks  or  Parties  ob- 
fiinds  are  or  shall  be  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Ac-  ordelnf  to^te 

countant-General  of  the  Court,  to  the  general  credit  of  liable,  at  the 

,  nil/,  discretion  of 

any  cause,  or  to  the  account  ot  any  class  or  classes  of  ly^e  Court,  to 

persons,  and  an  order  shall  be  made  to  prevent  the  pay  costs  &c. 

transfer  or  payment  of  such  stocks  or  funds  or  any  part 

thereof,  without  notice  to  the  assignee  of  any  person 

or  persons  entitled  in  expectancy  or  otherwise  to  any 

share  or  portion  of  such  stocks  or  funds,  the  person  or 

persons  by  whom  any  such  order  shall  be  obtained,  or 

the  shares  of  such   stocks   or   funds  affected  by  such 

order  shall,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  be  liable  to 

pay  any  costs,  charges  and  expenses  which,  by  reason  of 

any  such  order  having  been  obtained,  shall  be  occasioned 

to  any  party  to  the  cause  or  any  person  interested  in 

any   such   stocks   or   funds;   and,   henceforward,   any  Stop  orders 

person  presenting  a  petition  for  any  such  order  as  afore-  ^fned  without 

said  shall  not  be  required  to  serve  such  petition  upon  service  of  the 

the  parties  to  the  cause,  or  upon  the  persons  interested  the partiesto 

in  parts  of  the  stocks  or  funds  not  sousht  to  be  affected  ^^  cause,  or 

°  upon  persons 

by  any  such  order.  interested  in 

C0TTENHAM,C.  ^"^^ 

Langdale,  M.  R.  sought  to  be 

Lancelot  Shadwell,  V.  C. 
April  S,  1841. 


Note.  —  The  stop  order,  as  now  drawn  up  by  the  Registrars,  is 
prefaced  with  a  submission  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  to  be  bound 
by  this  order  of  the  3d  of  April  1841. 


REPORTS 


OI 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  i839.  ' 


IN 


THE  ROLLS  COURT. 


T 


WARING  i;.  WILLIAMS.  ^«y  i7.  ^s. 

28. 

HIS  was  a  petition  of  Richard  Abram^  praying  for  A  husband  be- 
a  reference  to  the  Master,  to  tax  such  of  the  bills  f^^  \^\\\^  ^f 

of  costs  delivered  by  Henry  Rumseu  Williams  to  the  pe-  costs  due  from 

.  .  bis  wife,  dum 

titioner,  as  related  to  business  done  by  him  as  attorney  sola,  and  from 

and  solicitor  of  the  petitioner's  wife,  after  the  decease  of  j|er  former 

'^  husband,  to  a 

David  Jonesj  her  first  husband,  and  before  her  marriage  solicitor: 
>viih  the  petitioner ;  or  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opi-  ijjou^h  the 
nion,  that  the  petitioner  was  liable  upon  all  the  bills  of  relation  of  so- 
costs  delivered  to  him,  then  that  the  whqle  might  be  client  did  not 

taxed,  with  such  directions  as  the  nature  of  the  case  c*i»t  between 

.  ,  .  the  solicitor 

might  require.  andthesecond 

husband,  yet, 
that  the  latter 
It  appeared  that  Henry  Brnnsey  Williams  had  acted  was  entitled 

as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  David  Jones,  the  first  ofSj^fif^'V 

husband  of  Mrs.  Abram.  and  that  bills  of  costs  were  due  costs. 

A  bill  of 
costs,  nearly 
the  whole  of  which  had  been  paid,  contained  items  unconnected  with  professional 
employment,  as  for  a  horse,  &c. :  Held,  that  the  solicitor  ought,  in  taxation,  to  have 
credit  for  such  items  (if  due),  although  they  had  not  become  due  to  him  in  the 
character  of  solicitor. 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

to  him,  on  that  account,  when  David  J&nes  died  in  the 
year  1826. 

Mrs.  Jonesj  now  Mrs.  Abram^  was  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  her  first  husband,  and  was  liable,  out 
of  his  assets,  to  pay  what  was  due  to  Mr.  Williams  for 
his  bills  of  costs  or  otherwise ;  and  she  employed  Mr. 
WiUiams^  to  some  extent,  as  her  solicitor,  and  in  that 
respect  costs  became  due  from  her  to  Mr.  Williams. 

In  December  1831,  Mrs.  Jones  was  about  to  marry  the 
petitioner,  Mr.  Abram :  she  was  possessed  of  consider- 
able property,  of  which  a  part  was  settled  and  other 
part  was  transferred  to  Mr.  Abram.  Whether  any  part 
of  this  property  was  derived  from  the  assets  of  Mr. 
Jones  was  not  stated ;  but  it  appeared  that  at  the  time 
of  her  second  marriage  she  admitted  that  she  was  con- 
siderably indebted  to  Mr.  Williams;  and  representing 
that  her  second  husband  was  in  want  of  money  for  his 
trading  concerns,  she  requested  Mr.  Williams  to  give 
time  for  payment,  and  Mr.  Williams  acceded  to  that 
request  . 

• 
The  bills  of  costs  related  to  business  done  for  Mr. 
JoneSf  and  afler  his  death  for  Mrs.  Jones  during  her 
widowhood :  they  were  seven  in  number,  and  amounted 
altogetlier  to  530/.  They  were  delivered  to  Mr.  Abram 
on  the  26th  of  October  1832,  and  a  letter  written  to 
Mr.  Williams  ty  Mr.  Abram  on  that  occasion,  shewed 
that  the  latter  considered  himself  liable  to  pay  what  was 
due.  He  asked  further  indulgence,  which  was  given,  and 
it  did  not  appear  that  Mr.  Williams  used  any  pressure 
for  payment  till  the  autumn  of  1837,  when  applications 
for  payment  were  renewed  by  Mr.  Sheffer  on  behalf  oi 
Mr.  Williams^  and  a  payment  of  514/.  was  made;  and 
one  question  on  the  argument  was,  whether  this  was  a 

final 
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final  settlement.  The  circamstances  under  which  the 
payment  was  made  were  stated  by  Mr.Sheffer  in  his 
affidavit,  to  the  effect  that  the  petitioner  having  sold 
a  certain  quantity  of  wine  of  the  value  of  514/.,  and 
received  the  purchaser's  acceptance  for  that  sum,  en- 
dorsed it  over  to  Henry  Humsey  WiUiams^  and  deli- 
vered it  to  the  deponent,  who  remitted  it  accordingly 
to  Henry  BMtmsey  Williams:  and  deponent  thereupon, 
on  behalf  of  Henry  Bumsey  Williams^  signed  and  gave 
a  receipt  for  the  sum  of  514/.  to  Richard  Abram; 
^  that  very  soon  after  the  receipt  of  the  bill  of  exchange 
by  Henry  Bumsey  Williams,  he,  H  RMViUiams,  in- 
formed deponent  that  he  would  receive  the  same  in  full 
satisfaction  of  all  his  bills  of  costs  and  other  demands 
then  delivered  against  Richard  Ahram!^ 


1839. 


Waeino 

WlLUAMl. 


Mr.  WiUiamSy  in  his  affidavit,  stated  the  above  circum- 
stances as  to  the  endorsement  of  the  bill ;  and  *^  that  he, 
Henry  Bumsey  WiUiams,  informed  Thomas  Sheffer  that 
he  would  receive  the  same  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  his 
demands  against  Richard  Abram  on  account  of  his  said 
bills  of  costs  so  delivered  as  aforesaid." 

The  receipt  given  to  Mr.  Ah*am  was  thus  expressed : — 

«8th  oi  September  1837. 
*^  Received,  of  Mr.  Richard  Abram^  the  sum  of  514/., 
on  account  of  a  bill  of  costs  due  from  him  and  Elizabeth 
his  wife  (late  Elizabeth  Jones)  to  Mr.  Henry  Rumsey 
WiUiamSy  of  Penrhos  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon,  at- 
tomey-atrlaw.  For  H.  R.  Williams, 
««  jf  514  0  0.  Thomas  Shefer." 


The  bills  of  costs  contained  an  item  of  42/.,  for  the 
price  of  a  horse  sold  by  Mr.  H.  R.  Williams  to  Mr. 
Jones,  and  it  also  contained  charges  for  monies  lent. 

B  2  Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Keency  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, suggested  that  the  petitioner  was  not  liable  for  the 
bills  of  costs  for  business  done  in  the  lifetime  of  David 
Jones. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Cockerellj  contrite  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  WiUiams^  objected  to  any  taxation,  on  the  ground, 
first,  that  the  bills  were  never  taxable,  at  the  instance  of 
Mr.  Abramj  between  whom  and  Mr.  Williams  the  re- 
lation of  solicitor  and  client  never  subsisted ;  secondly, 
that  the  bills  had  been  admitted  to  be  correct,  and  had 
been  finally  ^ttled  and  paid,  and  ought  not  now  to  be 
subject  to  taxation. 

Vincent  v.  Venner  (a)  was  cited  on  behalf  of  the 
petitioner. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Neither  the  affidavits  of  Mr.  Williams  and  Mr.  Sheffer 
nor  the  receipt  shew  that  this  transaction,  or  arrange- 
ment as  it  is  called,  was  a  final  settlement  of  account, 
or  that  the  514/.  was  received  as  full  satisfaction  of  all 
that  was  due  to  Mr.  Henry  linmsey  Williams  ;  Mr.  Abram 
does  not  appear  to  have  had  any  reason  so  to  consider 
it,  but  Mr.  Williams  says  he  told  Mr.  Sheffer ,  his  own 
agent,  who  confirms  the  statement,  that  he,  Williams, 
would  receive  the  514/.,  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  his 
demands  on  account  of  his  bills  of  costs.  (His  Lordship 
stated  the  points  argued.) 

Under  the  circumstances  proved  in  this  case,  I  am  of 

opinion  that  the  petitioner  did  become  liable  to  pay  the 

bills  of  costs  for  business  done  for  David  Jones;  and 

upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  argument 

I  am 
(a)  1  AfyL^K.%12. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bills  were  taxable  at  his 
instance. 

I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  although  the  bills  were 
delivered  in  October  1832,  and  were,  therefore,  in  the 
possession  of  the  petitioner  for  nearly  five  years  before 
September  18d7f  yet  that  the  arrangement  and  payment 
then  made  was  not  a  final  settlement  of  the  bills  as  be* 
tween  the  petitioner  and  Mr.  Williams ;  the  bills  were  in 
the  hands  of  the  petitioner,  and  a  payment  was  made  on 
account,  but  no  final  settlement,  no  release,  and  no 
delivery  up  of  vouchers  took  place,  and  under  the 
circumstances,  I  think  the  bills  ought  to  be  now  taxed. 

It  appears  that  one  of  the  bills  contains  a  charge  of 
42A,  for  a  horse  sold  to  Mr.  JoTies  ;  this  is  not  a  proper 
item  to  introduce  into  a  bill  of  costs,  and  yet  may  have 
been  a  sum  justly  due  from  Mrs.  Abram  as  executrix  of 
Jones  ;  it  ought  not  to  be  struck  out. 

In  taking  the  account  of  what  is  due,  the  respondent 
is  to  have  credit  for  such  sums  as  were  contained  in 
the  bills,  and  were  justly  due  from  Mr.  Jones  and 
Mrs.  Abram^  or  either  of  them,  although  the  same 
did  not  become  due  to  Williams  in  his  character  of 
solicitor. 


1839. 


Waeino 

V. 

Williams. 
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May  30. 
July,  16. 

A  work  con- 
sisting partly 
of  com- 
pilations and 
selections 
from  former 
works,  and 
partly  of  ori- 
ginal compo- 
sitions, may  be 
the  subject  of 

fendant  having 
published  a 
book  consist- 
ing of  matter 
pirated  from 
the  Plaintifib' 
work  inter- 
mixed with 
original 
matter,  the 
Court,  with- 
out waiting 
till  the  whole 
of  the  pirated 
parts  could 
be  ascertained, 
enjoined  the 
Defendant 
from  publish- 
ing his  book 
containing 
any  articles 
pirated  from 
the  Plaintiffs' 
work. 


LEWIS  V.  FULLARTON. 

npHIS  was  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant,  his 
agents,  servants  and  workmen,  from  further  printing, 
publishing,  selling,  delivering  or  otherwise  disposing  of 
any  copies  of  a  book  called  ^^  A  New  and  Comprehensive 
Gazetteer  of  England  and  fValeSj**  published  by  the  De- 
fendant, or  any  part  thereof. 

Mr.  Pembertony  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hardy^  in 
support  of  the  motion. 

^  Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Bacony  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  terms  of 
the  notice  of  the  motion). 

The  Plaintiffs  are  the  publishers  of  a  work  called 
"  The  Topographical  Dictionary  of  England**  It  was 
prepared  for  publication  at  a  very  great  expense,  and 
with  great  literary  assistance,  and  is,  according  to  the 
evidence,  a  work  consisting  partly  of  compilations  and 
selections  from  former  works,  and  partly  of  original 
compositions,  obtained  for  the  Plaintiffs  at  their  own 
cost ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  allege,  that  such  parts  of  their 
work  as  consist  of  compilations  and  selections  have  been 
subjected  to  investigation  and  inquiry  in  the  localities  to 
which  they  relate.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  a  work 
of  this  nature  may  be  the  subject  of  copyright ;  and  on 
consideration  of  the  evidence  adduced  in  this  case,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  I 
must  consider  the  Plaintiffs  as  entitled  to  the  copyright 

which 
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which  they  claim.  .The  first  edition  of  the  Plainti£b' 
work  was  published  in  the  month  of  May  18S1.  It 
seems  that  some  of  the  copies  were  corrected  or  varied 
in  passing  through  the  press,  so  that^  there  are  some 
differences  between  the. copies  of  the  PlaintifEi'  work, 
which  ccmstitttted  their  first  edition. 


18S9. 


Lewis 
Fdllarton. 


A  second  edition  was  published  in  Dtcember  1833, 
and  a  third  in  June  1835. 


The  printing  of  the  Defendant's  work  commenced  in 
the  month  oijime  1832,  and  it  was  completed  in  May 
1834.  The  Plaintiff  having  obtained  a  considerable 
sale  for  their  work,  were  informed  about  the  end  of  the 
year  1837,  that  the  sale  was  interfered  with  by  a  Scotch 
work.  In  February  1838,  they  were  informed  that  this 
Scotch  work  was  the  Defendant's  Gazetteer ;  and  upon 
examination  of  the  work  about  June  1838,  the  Plaintifi*s, 
as  they  allege,  first  discovered  the  piracy  of  which  they 
DOW  compUun,  and  against  which  they  seek  to  be  pro- 
tected. It  has  been  attempted  to  be  shewn  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant,  that  the  Plaintiffi  must  have  been 
aware  of  the  publication  and  cont^ts  of  the  Defendant's 
work  at  a  much  earlier  period,  and  ought,  by  their 
laches,  to  be  now  precluded  from  asking  for  an  injunc- 
tion ;  but  on  reading  the  evidence  as  to  this  point,  I 
think  it  appears  that  the  Plaintiffs,  although  they  had 
previously  been  informed  of  the  title  of  the  Defendant's 
publication,  did  not  know  the  character  and  contents 
of  it  till  June  1838 ;  and  as  the  bill  was  filed  in  the 
following  month,  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
any  improper  or  unnecessary  delay.  On  a  comparison 
of  the  two  works,  it  appears  and  has  necessarily  been 
admitted,  that  a  considerable  portion  of  the  matter 
which  is  contained  in  the  PlaintiflBs'  work  has  found  its 
way  into  the  work  of  the  Defendant  ,n  for  the  Defendant 

B  4  insists, 
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insists,  that  with  respect  to  such  parts  of  the  Plaintiffs 
work  as  are  not  original,  he  had  a  right  to  go  to  the 
sources  to  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  previously  resorted  ; 
that  with  respect  to  such  parts  of  the  Plaintiffs'  work 
as  are  original)  a  lawful  use  has  been  made  of  them,  — 
the  compiler  has  taken  nothing  animofurandi^  but  made 
only  a  fair  use  of  a  former  publication  on  the  subject  of 
his  own  subsequent  work. 


It  is  said  that  the  Defendant's  book  was  undertaken 
by  his  late  father,  who  employed  Mr.  James  Bell  to 
prepare  it  for  the  press;  that  Mr.  Bell  was  supplied 
with  a  great  number  of  topographical  and  other  works, 
and  amongst  others,  with  the  Plaintiffs'  topographical 
dictionary ;  that  a  fair  use  was  made  of  all,  and  the 
Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  complain  of  what  has  been 
done. 


Any  man  is  entitled  to  write  and  publish  a  topo- 
graphical dictionary,  and  to  avail  himself  of  the  labours 
of  all  former  writers  whose  works  are  not  subject  to 
copyright,  and  of  all  public  sources  of  information ;  but 
whilst  all  are  entitled  to  resort  to  common  sources  of 
information,  none  are  entitled  to  save  themselves  trouble 
and  expense  by  availing  themselves,  for  their  own  profit^ 
of  other  men's  works  still  subject  to  copyright  and  en- 
titled to  protection ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  Mr. 
Bell  did  or  did  not,  for  the  compilation  of  the  work  in 
which  he  was  engaged,  avail  himself  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
work  unlawfully,  and  in  violation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  copy- 
right 

For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  this,  I  have  read  a 
very  considerable  number  of  articles  in  both  works; 
the  trouble  of  comparing  them  has  been  greatly  dimi- 
nished by  the  exhibits  which  have  been  prepared  on  both 

sides ; 
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sides ;  and  die  result  of  die  examination  appears  to  tne  18S9. 
to  shew  that  Mr.  BeUj  in  the  compilation  of  his  gazetteer,  ^'^^^^ 
has  extensively,  and  as  far  as  my  examination  has  gone,  _  «. 
it  would  not  be  too  much  to  say  habitually,  made  use  of 
all  that  suited  his  purpose  in  the  Plaintiffs'  work ;  it 
is  evident,  that  in  a  large  proportion  of  the  Defendant's 
work,  no  other  labour  has  been  applied  than  in  copying 
the  Plaintiffi»'  work,  and  arranging  the. matter  in  the 
form  which  best  suited  the  purpose  of  the  compiler. 
Mr.  Bell  has  evidendy  thought  himself  under  no  re- 
straint, and  probably  did  not  think  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  any  copyright ;  and  if  that  which  he 
did  could  be  considered  as  lawful,  it  is  plain  no  protec- 
tion whatever  could  be  given  to  any  work  in  the  nature 
of  a  gazetteer,  dictionary,  road  book,  calendar,  map  or 
any  other  work  the  subject  matter  of  which  is  open  to 
common  observation  and  enquiry ;  and  that  every  man 
who  had  bestowed  any  amount  of  labour  or  expense  in 
collecting  and  arranging  the  information  requisite  for 
the  production  of  such  a  work,  might  immediately  on 
its  publication,  be  deprived  of  the  fruit  of  his  industry 
and  ability.  Having  gone  carefully  through  all  the 
articles  commented  upon  in  the  argument,  and  several 
others^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant's  work  is, 
to  a  very  considerable  extent,  a  piracy  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
copyright 

To  what  extent  it  is  so  is  not  fully  or  accurately 
ascertained ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  there  are  parts 
of  the  Defendant's  work,  which,  in  a  publication  of  this 
nature,  may  justly  be  considered  as  original ;  certainly 
there  are  parts  which  are  not  taken  fi'om  the  Plaintiffs' 
work,  and  as  to  which,  if  they  stood  alone,  the  Plaintiffs 
would  have  no  right  to  an  injunction. 

Under 
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OD  the  mind  of  Lord  EUom^  in  Jfonwrn  t.  Tegg  (a), 
arises  in  die  prcMnt  one.  Wlnt  was  true  in  dial  CMe 
cannot  be  akqgcdier  denied  in  die  present;  ^that  not- 
widistanding  all  tbe  pains  which  ha^e  been  used,  the 
enqoiryf  as  to  how  mnch  has  been  piiatedy  has  M  ns  in 
a  great  degree  to  cuMJecture^  or  rather  we  are  left 
to  cwndode,  from  passages  which  are  shewn  Id  have 
been  copied  from  the  ordinal  worfc^  how  mnch  more 
has  been  so  copied."  And  if  it  be  correct  to  say,  as 
Lord  EUom  vppemrs  to  have  infimarrd,  that  die  Comt 
ought  not  to  grant  an  injonction  against  the  whole 
or  the  (MTsted  parts  of  a  work,  widiont  first  ascertaining 
either  b j  its  own  inspection  or  otherwise,  what  was  the 
qnantitj  of  matter  pirated,  then  nndoobtedly  it  would 
fidlow  that  an  injunction  ought  not  now  to  be  granted : 
far  this  reason  only,  that  though  a  considerable  part  of 
the  work  appears  to  have  been  copied,  yet  as  the  two 
works  have  not  been  compared  in  erery  part,  it  does 
not  appear,  on  the  wholes  how  mnch  has  been  copied, 
or  on  the  whole,  what  part  of  the  Defendant's  work, 
with  regard  to  the  Flaintifi'  work  at  least,  can  be  con- 
sidered as  originaL  In  the  case  I  hate  mentioned. 
Lord  JEIrfoa  made  n  Tery  spedal  order :  bat  I  cannot  help 
entertaining  some  doubly  whether  that  <Nder  coold  have 
been  acted  on  with  adTantsge  to  either  party.  The 
parties,  howeTer,  clid  not  prosecute  it,  and  the  report 
adds,  the  suit  was  compromised  by  the  payment  of  a 
considerable  stun  of  money  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
FlaintiflL 

I  coQceire,  that  when  it  has  been  once  ascertained 
that  die  Defendant  has  in  any  degree  TioUced  the  right 
of  the  Plainti£^  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  order  to  be 

made 
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nmde  mast  depend  on  the  circomstances  of  the  cases,       1839. 
and  the  amount  and  extent  of  the  evidence  adduced. 
The  piracy  proved  may  be  so  inconsiderable!  and  so 
liule  likely  to  injure  the  Plaintiff^  that  the  Court  may 
decline  to  interfere  at  all,  and  may  leave  the  Plaintiff  to 
his  remedy  at  law ;  or  the  piracy  proved  may  be  escten* 
sive  in  a  greater  or  less  degree, --» such  as  to  leave  it  ex- 
tremely doubtful  whether  the  parts  not  examined  are  in 
sny  d^ree  piratical,  or  such  as  to  make  it  more  or  less 
probable  that  they  have  been  composed  in  the  same 
nianner,  collected  from  the  like  sources  as  the  parts 
which  have  been  examined,  and  are  in  an  equal  degree 
lisble  to  the  charge  of  piracy. 

The  hardship  of  restraining,  or  doing  that  which  is 
^uivalent  to  restraining  the  whole  of  a  work,  when 
(Nut  of  it  consists  of  original  matter,  has  always  been 
urged  in  cases*  of  this  nature,  and  the  answer  which  is 
given  by  Lord  Ekbn^  in  the  case  to  which  I  have 
already  referred,  seems  conclusive :  "  If  the  parts  which 
have  been  copied  cannot  be  separated  from  those  which 
are  original  without  destroying  the  use  and  value  of  the 
^giocd  matter,  he  who  has  made  an  improper  use  of 
^t  which  did  not  belong  to  him  must  suffer  the  con- 
'fences  of  so  doing ;  if  a  man  mixes  what  belongs 
to  him  with  what  belongs  to  me,  and  the  mixture  be 
forbidden  by  the  law,  he  must  again  separate  them, 
^d  he  must  bear  all  the  mischief  and  loss  which  the 
aeparation  nuiy  occasion.  If  an  individual  chooses  in 
any  work  to  mix  my  literary  matter  with  his  own,  he 
must  be  restrained  from  publishing  the  literary  matter 
which  belongs  to  me ;  and  if  the  other  parts  of  the 
.  Work  cannot  be  separated,  and  if  by  that  means  the  in« 
janction  which  restrained  the  publication  of  my  literary 
matter  prevents  also  the  publication  of  his  own  literary 
matter,  be  has  only  himself  to  blame." 

In 
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1859.  In  case?  of  this  nature,  it  must  be  observed,  that 

>^V^     yiothing  but  an  injunction  can  sufiBciently  protect  the 
«.  injured  party.    In  the  same  case  Lord]£Uon  has  ob« 

PuLLABTON.  ggpygj  fj^^^  it  though  keeping  an  account  of  the  profits 
may  prevent  the  Defendant  from  deriving  any  profitj 
as  he  may  ultimately  be  obliged  to  account  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  all  his  gains,  yet  if  the  work  which  the 
Defendant  is  publishing  in  the  meaiitime  really  a£fects 
the  sale  of  the  work  which  the  Plaintiff  seeks  to  protect, 
the  consequence  is,  that  the  rendering  the  profits  of  the 
fprmer  work  to  the  complaining  party,  may  not  be  a 
satisfiiction  to  him,  for  what  he  might  have  been  enabled 
to  have  made  of  his  own  work,  if  it  had  been  the  only 
one  published ;  for  he  would  argue,  that  the  profits  of 
the  Defendant,  as  compared  with  the  profits  which  he, 
the  Plaintiff,  has  been  improperly  prevented  from  making, 
could  only  be  in  the  proportion  of  the  price  of  a  copy 
of  the  one  book  to  the  price  of  a  copy  of  the  other." 
On  the  whole,  for  the  reasons  thus  stated,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  an  injunction  ought  to  be  granted,  whenever 
it  appears,  by  sufficient  evidence,  that  a  copyright  exists, 
imd  that  piracy  has  been  committed  to  an  extent  which 
is  likely  to  be  seriously  prejudicial  to  the  Plaintiff;  and 
that  the  extent  of  the  injunction  must  depend  on  the 
amount  of  proof  and  the  nature  of  the  work.  The 
Plaintiffs  in  the  present  case  ask  for  an  injunction,  to 
restrain  the  Defendant  firom  publishing  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  Defendant's  gazetteer.  As  it  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  there  are  parts  of  the  Defendant's 
gazetteer  which  are  not  borrowed  from  the  Plaintiffs' 
work,  I  cannot  grant  an  injunction  in  those  terms ;  and 
it  becomes  a  question,  whether  an  injunction  should  be 
granted  in  general  terms  against  such  parts  as  have  been 
pirated,  or  whether  means  should  be  taken  to  ascertain 
what  particular  parts  have  been  pirated,  in  order  that 
the  publication  of  those  particular  parts  may  be  re- 
strained. 
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strained.     Now  it  appears  to  me,  not,  it  must  be  ad« 

mitted,  by  absolute  proof  and  demonstration,  for  the 

two  works  have  not  been  examined  in  every  part,  but 

upon  proof  and  demonstration  as  to  part,  and  as  to  the 

rest  by  strong  inference  and  presumption,  arising  fh)m 

^  proof  given  as  to  those  parts  to  which  the  proof 

applies,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  cir- 

^ttistances  under  which  it  is  proved  to  have  been  com- 

P^^^ed,  that  if  the  parts  pirated  were  taken  away,  though 

soxir^e  articles  would  remain  in  their  entirety,  yet  the 

greater  number  would  be  left  in  a  state  so  imperfect  and 

iooomplete,  that  the  Defendant's  work  would  lose  its  dts- 

tinotive  and  useful  character  as  a  gazetteer. 

If  the  Defendant  were  desirous  to  avajl  himself,  as  he 
bas  an  undoubted  right  to  do,  of  any  original  matter  of 
bis  own,  or  of  any  matter  which  he  has  fairly  taken  from 
other  sources,  he  would,  I  think,  be  under  the  necessity 
of  recomposing  his  work,  for  the  purpose  of  separating 
that  which  appears  to  me  to  have  been  improperly 
taken  from  the  Plaintiffs'  work.  Lord  Eldon  says  (a), 
''  In  the  cases  which  have  come  before  me,  my  language 
has  been,  that  there  must  be  an  injunction  against 
such  part  as  has  been  pirated,  but  in  those  cases 
the  part  of  the  work  which  was  affected  with  the  cha- 
racter of  pir^^cy  was  so  very  considerable,  that  if  it 
were  taken  away,  there  would  have  been  nothing  left  to 
publish  except  a  few  broken  sentences;"  and  it  was  be- 
cause the  evidence  before  him  did  not  enable  him  to 
approach  sufficiently  to  that  result,  that  he  made  the 
particular  order  which  he  did  in  that  case. 


18S9. 


But  in  this  case,  having  availed  myself  of  the  evidence 
which  has  been  so  industriously  collected  during  the 
long  time  that  this  motion  was  pending,  and  having 

read 

(a)  8  Ruu.  599. 
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18S9*       read  with  great  care  all  the  affidavits  laid  before  me^ 
and  more  particularly  the  affidavits  of  Mr«  HoUiday 
and  Mr«  Cmmnghamy  I  think  that  I  have  reasons  on 
vLiiAaTeK,   ^)|{^  J  oQght  jodiciaUy  to  actf  for  considering,  that  the 
parts  of  the  works  which  have  been  examined  and 
comparedf  afiRird  &ir  indications  of  the  natore  and  cha^ 
racter  of  those  parts  of  the  works  which  have  not  yet 
been  examined  and  compared ;  and  it  appearing  to  me, 
under  these  circumstanceSf  that  if  the  parts  affected 
with  the  character  of  piracy  were  taken  away,  there 
would  be  left,  I  cannot  say  nothing  but  a  few  broken 
sentences,  but  there  would  be  left  an  imperfect  work, 
which  could  not,  to  any  useful  extent,  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  a  gaz^teer,  I  think^that  I  ought  to  grant  an 
mjunction,  to  restrain  the  publication  of  the  parts  which 
are  [urated,  without  wuting  till  all  the  parts  which  have 
been  pirated  can  be  distinctly  specified ;  and  therefore 
the  order  which  I  shall  make  wiU  be :  Let  the  Defend* 
ant,  his  agents,  servants  and  workmoi  be  restrained 
finom  further  printinj^  publishing,  sdling  or  otherwise 
disporing  of  any  copy  or  copies  of  a  ho6k  called  '<  A 
Nem  mmd  Comprtiemhe  GasBdteer^  hc^  contuning  any 
aitides  or  artide^  passages  or  passage,  copied,  taken  or 
oolourably  altered  from  a  book  called  ^  The  Topogram 
pikalDitHcmaycfBKgtamd,''  poblidied  by  die  Plain- 
ti£Ek 
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1889. 


an  in- 


THOMPSON  V.  BYROM.  Feb.  i6.  «5. 

25. 

M   ^N  the  16th  of  February  a  motion  was  made  to  ex-  An  answer 
tend  the  common  injunction  to  stay  trial,  when  the  niornine^on 
answer  of  the  Defendant,  which  had  been  filed  that  which  a 
moTning,  was  shewn  as  cause  and  allowed  by  the  Master  joade  to  ex- 

or  tie  Rolls.  tend  the   X 

common  in- 
junction is 

Xxceptions  were  afterwards  taken  to  the  answer,  and  "°^  »ufficicnt 
one  was  allowed;  and  on  the  2dd  of  February  the  motion  bens  ex- 
to  extend  the  common  injunction  was  renewed.     Notice  ^^i,iii  stated 
oF    trial  of  the  cause  had  been  given  for  the  18th  of  thatjudg- 
F^bruaryj  and  it  was  now  objected  on  the  part  of  the  obtained  at 
Defendant,  that  the  Plaintiff,  applying  on  the  eve  of  ^aw,  and   ^ 
trial,  came  too  late  and  was  not  entitled  to  extend  the  junction  to 

iDJtiDction:    Blacoe  v.   fVilkinson  (a\  Field  v.   J5^afi-^^?®*^", 
•^  '  ^   '  cution;  the 

M€>9ltt  (ft)  court  of  law 

afterwards  set 

"^»  «  <•       1      x^i  •     •n%  aside  the 

Jw.  Pentberkm,  for  the  Flamtiff.  judgment,  and 

let  m  the  De- 
Mr.  Bazalgetie,  for  the  Defendant  iH  ""  p?wd ; 

a  motion 

3^  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  that  ground  refused  the  ^®'°«  "^'^f. 

•^  ®  to  extend  the 

application,  but  without  costs.  common  in- 

junction to 
— — ^--^-— —  stay  trial  was, 

^^  under  these 

^n   the  25th  of  February  'Mr.  Pemberton  obtained  circumstances, 

leave   to  mention  the  case  again,  for  the  purpose  of '^"*^- 
bnngjjjg  ^jjg  following  authorities  to  the  attention  of  the 
^urt,  viz.    Whitehouse   v.  Hickman  (c),   Ibbottson  v. 

^^>oth  (<i),  Munnings  v.  Adamson.  {e) 

Mr. 

^«)   15  Vet.  454.  (rf)  Id.  105. 

(^>  5  Mad.  102.   s.  c.  1  Swan,         {e)  1  Sim.  510.;  1  SnM*s  Ch. 

2^*-  Pract,  615. 
(0  1  a  i  Stu.  102. 
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1889. 


Thompson 

V, 

Byboic. 


Mr.  Bazalgettej  contra^  in  addition  to  the  point  pre- 
viously relied  on  by  him,  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  now 
attempted  to  make,  out  a  case  different  from  that  stated 
on  the  record,  for  the  bill  stated  ^'that  the  Defendant 
had  proceeded  to  judgment  and  threatened  to  sue  out 
execution,"  and  it  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendant  from  issuing  execution.  That  it  had  hap- 
pened, however,  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had 
set  aside  the  judgment,  which  had  been  obtained  by 
default,  and  had  permitted  the  Defendant  in  the  action 
to  plead ;  that  the  Defendant  now  sought  to  restrain 
the  Plaintiff  at  law  from  proceeding  to  trial,  which  was 
inconsistent  with  the  frame  of  his  bill,  which  only  sought 
to  restrain  execution. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  was  mistaken  in  think- 
ing, that  an  answer  filed  on  the  day  on  which  the  motion 
was  made,  was  sufficient  to  prevent  the  extension  of  the 
common  injunction  ;  I  believe  I  ought  to  have  required 
it  to  be  shewn,  that  the  answer  had  been  filed  at  least 
on  the  previous  evening.  It  appears  firom  the  cases 
cited,  that  to  prevent  a  serious  injury,  the  Court  will 
sometimes  look  into  the  answer  to  see  if  it  is  sufficient^ 
and  be  governed  by  its  own  opinion. 


In  this  case  I  must  refiise  the  application,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  statement  in  the  bill  which  has  been 
referred  to  by  the  Defendant's  counsel. 
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1839. 


HOBSON  V.  BELL.  Feb.  is.  19. 

25. 

GLYNN  V.  BELL. 

rWlHIS  suit  was  instituted  by  a  vendor  against  a  pur-  On  a  pur- 
"*•    chaser,  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  mortgagee*  of 

for  the  purchase  of  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  sum  of  a  fund  Rtnnd- 
A^^^Y  1  ing  in  the 

3000/.  consols.  name  of  tins- 

tees,  it  is  not 

T  •■     1      "n,-*'         -mwT ,  ,     %       1  .        .11     •■       «  an  essential 

It  appeared  that  WilUam  fVeM,  by  his  will  dated  blot  on  the 

in  1798,  gave  to  three  trustees  certain  property,  in  trust  notice  of  th 
for  sale,  and  to  invest  the  produce  in  the  3  per  cents.,  incumbrance 
and  to  place  the  same  to  the  stock  then  standing  in  ^^  j^g  t^us!^^'* 
his  name  in  the  books  of  the  governor  and  company  of  ^^^*  i^  i'  can 
the  Bank  of  England,  and  apply  the  same  in  the  manner  no  subsequent 

thereinafter  mentioned.     The  trusts  thereof  (as  deter-  jncumbiancer 

^  has  given 

mined  by  the  Court  on  this  occasion)  were  for  the  tes-  notice. 

tator's  widow,  Ruth  Welch,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  th^tiKo^a 

William  Welch,  the  son,  absolutely.     The  testator  ap-  trust  fund  is 

pointed  his  three  trustees  and  Ruth  Welch  his  executors,  consequence 

of  the  death  of 

T>  .1  111  1      n  -mM-      -B  1     trustees,  in- 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  25th  of  March  1822,  made  formation  can- 
between  WiUiam  Welch  of  the  one  part  and   William  n^tbeob- 

^  tained  from 

Hobson  them  of  the 
incumbrances 
of  which  they  had  received  notice?  Qtusre. 

A  sale  was  made  by  a  mortgagee  under  a  power,  subject  to  certain  special  con- 
ditions (stated  in  the  text):  Held,  that  they  were  not  of  such  a  depreciating 
character  as  to  invalidate  the  sale. 

All  objections  to  a  title  were  to  be  taken  within  twenty-one  days  from  the  delivery 
of  the  abstract,  or  be  deemed  waived,  and  time  was,  in  that  respect,  to  be  con- 
sidered the  essence  of  the  contract :  Held,  that  the  twenty-one  days  did  not  begin 
to  run,  until  a  perfect  abstract  had  been  delivered. 

A  mortgagee  had  a  power  of  sale  in  case  of  default  being  made  in  payment  of 
mortgage  money :  Held,  that  the  unsupported  solemn  declaration,  under  the  5  & 
6  W.  4.  c.  62.,  of  the  mortgagee  alone,  of  a  default  having  been  made,  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact,  as  between  vendor  and  purchaser. 

Tbe  certificate  of  a  stockbroker,  of  a  fund  standing  in  the  bank,  held  insufficient 
evidence  of  that  fact  as  between  vendor  and  purchaser. 
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Hobson  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  will  and 
death  of  the  testator,  the  proof  of  his  will  by  all  his 
executors,  and  that  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease was  possessed  of  8000/1  3  per  cent  imperial  JBank 
annuities,   standing  in   his  name  in  the   books    of  the 
Governor  and    Company   of   the   Bank    of   Englandj 
and   then  standing  in   the  name  of  Thomas  Plant  as 
surviving  trustee  under  the  will  of  the  testator   Wil- 
liam Welch^  William  Welch  mortgaged  his  reversionary 
interest  in  the  3000/.  imperial  Bank  annuities  for  se- 
curing 1310/.  135.  stated  to  be  due  upon  a  judgment 
obtained  by  William  Hobson  in  1817.     The  mortgage 
was  made  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  pay- 
ment of  the   principal,  by  half  yearly   instalments  of 
35/.,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent.     The  deed  contained 
a  power  enabling  the  mortgagee,  his  executors,  &c.,  in 
case  of  nonpayment  of  any  of  the  said  instalments  or  of 
the  interest,  to  sell  the  reversionary  interest,  either  by 
public  auction  or  private  sale,  for  such  price  as  could 
reasonably  be  gotten  for  the  same,  and  upon  payment 
of  the  purchase  money  to  give  proper  receipts  for  the 
same,  which  it  was  declared  should  be  good  discharges 
to  the  purchasers,  who  should  not  be  answerable  for  any 
loss,  misapplication  or  nonapplication  thereof;  and  out 
of  the  money,  after  paying  the  expences,  the  mortgagee 
was  to  retain  the  principal  sum  of  1310/.  135.  and  all 
interest  then   unpaid,  and   to   pay  the  residue  to  the 
mortgagor. 

William  Hobson  died  in  August  1831,  and  the  Plain* 
tifi^  Anne  Hobson^  was  his  executrix. 

Default  (as  was  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff)  having  been 
made  in  payment  of  the  instalments,  the  Plaintiff  put 
up  for  sale,  by  auction,  the  reversionary  interest  in  the 
3000/.,  which  was  described  as,  3000/.  being  part  of 

3100/. 
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3 1  €>OL  3  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities  standing  1839. 

ii^      the  books  of  the  Bank  of  England  in  the  names  of  ^^^^^ 

UrtMstees  under  the  will  of  Mr.  William  Welchj  deceased.  v. 


'X'he  property  was  not  sold,   but  was  purchased  by 
private  contract  by  the  Defendants  on  the  ISth  of  Oc- 
1835,  subject  to  certain  special  conditions  of  sale. 


T*he  fourth  condition  of  sale  was  as  follows :  *^  The 
encior  shall  deliver  an  abstract  of  title  to  the  purchaser, 
his  solicitor,  within  two  days  of  the  day  of  sale,  to 
the  stock  in  question,  and  all  and  every  objection  to  the 
title  shaU  be  made  and  communicated  in  writing  to  the 
venclor's  solicitor  mthin  twenty-one  days  after  the  deli- 
very of  the  abstract,  and  if  the  same  be  found  valid  the 
v^xidor  shall  be  at  liberty  to  rescind  the  contract  on  re- 
turning to  the  purchaser  his  deposit  money;  but  all  and 
^''^^^^j  objection  to  the  title  not  so  taken  and  communicated 
^^'i^hin  such  period  of  twenty-one  days  from  the  delivery 
^^  t.lie  abstract  aforesaid  shall  be  deemed  waived^  and  in 
^is  respect,  time  shall  be  considered  the  essence  of  the 
contract.'* 

Inhere  were  further  conditions,  to  the  effect  that  the 

P^i^crhaser  should  not  require  any  other  person  than  the 

^cric3or  to  join  in  the  assignment,  that  all   copies  of 

^^^cJs,  &c.,  should  be  obtained  at  the  expense  of  the 

purchaser,  that  any  mis-statement,  &c.,  should  not  annul 

^^  sale  but  should  be  the  subject  of  compensation ;  and 

^h^t  on  the  purchasers  failing  to  comply  with  the  con- 

^^tVons,  a  resale  might  be  made,  and  that  the  deficiency 

^^ould  be  made  good  by  the  purchaser. 

Within  the  two  days  from  the  day  of  sale,  the  vendor's 
^Ucitor  delivered  an  abstract  of  title,  in  which,  how- 
ler, material  portions  of  the  will  of  the  testator  were 

C  2.  omitted. 
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omitted,  and  which  was  also  imperfect  in  other  par- 
ticulars. The  only  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  stock 
was  the  certificate  of  a  stockbroker,  that  there  was  then 
standing  in  the  Bank  books  the  sum  of  3100/.  in  the 
joint  names  of  the  three  trustees  of  the  will  of  the  test- 
ator ;  and  the  only  evidence,  of  such  a  default  in  pay* 
ment  as  to  give  the  executrix  of  the  mortgagee  power 
to  sell,  was  the  solemn  declaration  of  the  executrix 
herself  under  the  5  &  6  W.^.  c.  62.,  that  the  sum  of 
IS  10/.  135.  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage, 
except  the  first  quarterly  payment,  was  then  due  on  that 
security.  The  three  trustees  of  the  testator's  will  were 
stated  to  be  dead,  and  a  Mr.  Plant  was  stated  to  be  the 
survivor,  but  no  evidence  was  produced  as  to  these  facts, 
except  the  recital  in  the  mortgage  deed. 

A  bill  being  afterwards  filed  by  the  vendor  for  the 
specific  performance  of  the  contract;  a  reference  was 
then  made  to  the  Master  as  to  the  title,  who  reported 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  made  out  a  good  title  to  the  pro- 
perty, and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  delivered  a  perfect 
abstract  previous  to  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

The  Defendant  took  exceptions  to  this  report,  which 
now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Pembertouy  Mr.  Blunt  and  Mr.  Joseph  Humphry^ 
in  support  of  the  exceptions. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rudall^  contrd. 

Several  questions  arose  on  the  argument  of  these  ex- 
ceptions of  which  the  following  were  the  principal : 

First,  whether  the  declaration  of  the  Plaintiff  was 
sufficient  proof  of  the  power  of  sale  having  become 

exercisable. 
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exercisable,  it  being  said  that  the  declaration  of  the        1889. 
pany  interested  was  insufficient.     In  answer  to  this,  Cor" 
dnr  V.  Morgan  (a),  Clay  v.  Sharpe  (5)  were  citedi  in  which 
cases  it  was  observed  a  similar  objection  might  have 
been,  but  was  not,  raised. 

Secondlvi  whether  the  certificate  of  the  stockbroker 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  stock  being  then  standing 
in  the  bank,  and  whether  the  recital  in  the  mortgage 
deed  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  stock 
and  of  the  trusts  on  which  it  was  held.  On  this  point  it 
was  observed,  that  it  was  the  present  practice  of  the 
Bank  of  England  to  allow  no  information  to  be  given  as 
to  the  amount  of  stock  in  their  books. 

Thirdly,  it  was  objected  by  the  purchaser,  that  as  the 
priorities  of  incumbrancers  on  trust  funds,  depended  on 
the  order  in  which  they  gave  notice  to  the  trustees ;  and 
Bs  the  trustees  of  the  will  were  dead,  it  was  now  impos- 
sible for  the  purchaser  to  ascertain  whether  the  trustees 
had  received  notice  of  any  other  incumbrances  besides 
that  of  the  Plaintiff;  that  the  Plaintiff's  title  was  there^ 
fore  necessarily  bad,  or  so  doubtful  that  the  Court  would 
not  force  it  on  a  purchaser.  Price  v.  Strange,  (c) 

Fourthly,  it  was  said,  that  the  conditions  of  sale  were 
so  depreciating  as  to  amount  to  a  breach  of  trust  (d)^ 
Ord  V.  NoeL  {e) 

Fifthly,  the  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent for  the  purchaser  to  insist  on  any  objection  to  the 
title  which  had  not  been  communicated  in  writing  within 
twenty-one  days  from  the  delivery  of  the  abstract. 

Siitthly, 

(a)  18  K(rf.344.  ((/)   9   JarmanU    Bythi    406. 

{b)  2  Sug.  Vend.  337.  note  (&). 

(c)  6  Mad.  104.  (e)  5  Mad.  438 
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18S9.  Sixthly,  it  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant, 

that  supposing  the  Court  to  entertain  any  of  the  objec- 
tions raised,  the  vendor,  who  was  here  a  Plaintiff,  would 
not  be  entitled  to  any  further  inquiry  as  to  the  title :  on 
this  Fildes  v.  Hooker  (a),  Portmdn  v.  Mill  [b)  were  cited. 


Feb.  19.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  as  to  the  first  objection, 

said  that  the  power  of  sale  arose  in  the  event  of  de- 
fault being  made  in  payment  of  the  instalments,  the 
only  evidence  of  which  was  the  unsupported  declaration 
of  the  Plaintiff,  an  interested  party  ;  that  the  case  cited' 
did  not  apply,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  an  authority, 
he  could  not  hold  that  ther^  was  sufficient  evidence  that 
the  event  had  happened  on  which  the  right  of  exercising 
the  power  of  sale  was  to  arise. 


Feb.  «5.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (at  the  conclusion  of  the 

arguments  on  the  other  points)  said,  .the  principal  ques- 
tion which  I  have  to  decide  ;s,  whether  this  matter  \S  to 
be  referred  back  to  the  Master. 

The  Defendant  has  raised  many  objections  to  the 
title,  and  alleges  that  their  nature  and  the  conduct  of  the 
Plaintiff  with  regard  to  them  are  such,  as  to  disentitle 
her  to  the  indulgence  of  a  further  enquiry. 

With  regard  to  all  those  objections,  I  am  certainly  of 
opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  performed  that  which 
was  her  duty.  In  the  first  place,  I  think  she  has  not 
done  what  she  ought,  in  respect  of  proving  the  identity 
of  the  stock :  it  is  impossible  to  rely  on  the  certificate 
of  a  stockbroker,  as  the  only  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose 

(a)  S  Mer.  4S9.  {b)  1  Ruu,  ^  M.  696, 
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pose  of  shewing  that  the  stock  is  standing  in  the  name 
of  certain  trustees.  It  is  not  easy  to  connect  the  SOOO/. 
imperial  stock  stated  in  the  deed  (supposing  the  deed 
to  be  evidence  that  there  was  SOOO/.  imperial  stock), 
with  the  stock  standing  in  the  name  of  the  testator  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  it  is  alleged  was  subse- 
quently converted  into  SI 00/.  S  per  cents.  I  think  the 
purchaser  was  entitled  to  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the 
stock,  and  also  that  it  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the 
will,  for  on  that  the  vendor's  title  depends;  this  not 
having  been  produced,  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  fur- 
ther evidence  on  that  point. 

With  respect  to  the  trustees,  and  the  notice  given  to 
them,  this,  undoubtedly,  is  a  question  of  very  great 
magnitude;  and,  whenever  it  comes  to  be  decided,  it 
must  be  decided  after  the  most  careful  consideration. 
I  do  not,  however,  understand,  that  in  a  transaction  of 
this  kind,  it  is  an  essential  part  of  the  title  of  the  vendor 
to  shew  that  notice  has  been  given  to  the  trustees  of 
the  fund ;  such  notice  is  important,  in  order  to  prevent 
a  subsequent  purchaser  or  incumbrancer  from  obtaining 
priority;  but  if  no  other  purchaser  or  incumbrancer  has 
given  notice,  then  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  mate- 
rial that  the  Plaintiff  has  given  no  such  notice  of  his  deed. 
The  object  of  notice  is  to  exclude  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser and  incumbrancer  on  the  fund ;  and  if  it  can  be 
shewn  that  no  subsequent  party  has  come  in,  then  the 
fact  that  notice  has  not  been  given,  would  not,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  be  an  essential  blot  on  thg  tide.  It 
is,  however,  necessary  that  full  means  should  be  af- 
forded of  most  carefully  enquiring  whether  notice  has 
or  has  not  at  any  time  been  given  to  the  trustees ; 
hence  it  becomes  important  to  know,  who  were  the 
persons  filling  the  character  of  trustees  from  time  to 
time.     This  has  not  been  shewn,  neither  has  the  time 

C  4?  when 
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18S9.  when  the  several  trustees  died  been  proved,  nor  who 
was  the  survivor.  It  is  said  that  this  proof  is  not 
necessary,  because  an  application  was  made  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  the  party  who  was  stated  by  the  vendor  to  be 
the  representative  of  the  last  surviving  trustee.  The 
application  was  naturally  made  to  the  person  pointed 
out  by  the  vendor,  but  that  by  no  means  renders  it  un- 
necessary to  ascertain  that  the  representation  was  really 
correct.  No  evidence  whatever  has  been  given  that 
Plant  was  the  surviving  trustee ;  if  he  was  not,  the  title, 
so  far  as  it  depends  on  that  matter,  is  good  for  nothing. 

With  regard  to  the  breach  of  trust  which  is  alleged, 
I  cannot  say  that  I  very  satisfactorily  follow  the  argu- 
ment which  has  been  used  on  that  subject,  nor  can  I  say 
that  these  conditions  of  sale  are  of  such  a  depreciating 
character  as  to  amount  to  a  breach  of  trust,  or  constitute 
an  objection  to  this  title. 

By  the  conditions  of  sale  the  vendor  was  to  deliver 
an  abstract  of  title  to  the  purchaser,  within  two  days 
from  the  day  of  sale ;  an  abstract  was  delivered  within 
that  time,  which  was  imperfect,  not  only  in  the  par- 
ticulars adverted  to  on  a  former  occasion,  but  plainly 
imperfect  in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  particulars  mentioned 
in  the  third  exception  to  the  Master's  report.  To  say 
that  the  time  for  making  objections  should  run  from  the 
time  of  delivering  that  imperfect  abstract,  from  which  it 
could  not  be  ascertained  what  objections  there  might  be, 
appears  to  me  extremely  unreasonable.  The  objections 
could  only  be  taken  when  a  proper  opportunity  had 
been  given  for  taking  them,  or  when  a  perfect  abstract 
had  been  furnished  to  the  purchaser,  and  such  an  ab- 
stract has  not  yet  been  delivered.  By  the  conditions, 
all  objections  to  the  title  are  to  be  made  within  twenty- 
one   days  from  the  delivery  of  the  abstract,  that  is, 

^  within 
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within  twenty-one  days  from  a  time  which  has  not  yet        18S9. 
arriv^ed  ;  the  conditions  also  provide,  that  all  objections 
not  so  taken  within  such  period  of  twenty-one  days  from 
the  delivery  of  the  abstract  shall  be  deemed  waived,  and 
that  time  shall  be  considered  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, as  to  the  waiver  of  objections  not  taken  within 
that  time.     It  appears  to  me,  that  upon  the  construction 
of  these  conditions,  and  having  regard  to  the  abstract 
delivered,   time  cannot  be  considered  as  having  been 
made  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

The  Plaintiff  I  consider  to  have  acted  wrong :  she 
has  refused  to  produce  the  evidence  which  appears  to 
me  ought  to  have  been  produced;  but  on  the  whole,  the 
Plaintiff  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  precluded  from 
having  a  further  enquiry,  if  she'  thinks  she  can  produce 
suflScient  evidence  to  remove  the  objections  which  have 
been  raised  to  the  title. 


WORDSWORTH  v.  WOOD.  ApHl  is.  17. 

THIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  general  de-  A  testator 
'  gave  to  hit 
murrer.  wife,  for  Jife 

only,  all  his 
freeholds,  &c, 
The  testator  by  his  will  dated  in  1827,  after  giving  as  also  his  ca- 

certain  directions  and  making  some  dispositions  of  his  |^J*her^li^b% 

property,  proceeded  as  follows :  nevertheless 

u  J  :i  in  trust,  at  her 
A^o  death, "for 
his  then  sur- 
Tiving  children,  share  and  share  alike,  independent  of  the  rental  of  his  said  estates," 
which  he  gave  *'  to  his  surviving  female  children ;  *'  and  he  proceeded  thus :  -^"  on 
the  decease  of  any  of  the  children,  should  thev  die  without  issue,  that  share  to  fall 
to  the  rest,  and  so  on  to  the  last  female  child;  but  should  they  marry  and  have 
children,  then  their  share  to  go  to  the  said  child  or  children,  from  the  last  female 
child  to  the  males  of  my  body :"  Held,  that  the  children  of  a  daughter  of  the  testator, 
who  nirvived  him  but  died  in  the  life  of  the  widow,  took  no  interest  under  the  will. 
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18S9»  «<I  do  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  wife,  Mary 

WoiiMwoiiTH   '^^'^  *^  trust,  for  her  life  only,  all  my  remaining  estates, 
••  freeholds,  leaseholds,  ground  rents  and  reversions,  rent 

charges,  plate,  linen  and  the  household  furniture  in  the 
houses  at  Westminster  and  Park  House^  parish  of  Hayes^ 
county  of  Middlesex^  with  the  pictures  and  any  particuhir 
article  she  may  be  desirous  of  from  my  estates  in  Devon^ 
sktre^  as  also  I  leave,  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  dear 
wife  all  my  capital  in  trade,  with  the  three  quarters  of 
the  profits  arbing  therefrom,  for  her  life,  but  nevertheless 
in  trust,  at  her  death,  ybr  mj/  then  swrviving  childreny  share 
and  share  alike,  independent  of  the  rental  of  my  said 
estates,  which  I  give  and  bequeath  tomysurdvingjemaie 
dUdren^  to  be  paid  them  as  follows,  by  my  execotcnr, 
Joseph  Carter  IVood^  or  his  heirs  or  assigns,  that  is  to 
say,  the  whole  rents  and  produce,  share  and  share  alike, 
of  all  such  freeholds,  leaseholds,  ground  rents  and  re- 
versions, rent  charges,  plate  and  household  furniture  as 
before  mentioned,  but  to  have  no  power  to  sell,  mort- 
gage or  in  any  way  whatsoever  to  incumber  the  same  ; 
oo  the  contrary  the  rents  of  which   I  direct  may  be 
received  by  my  executor,  Joseph  Carter  Wood^  and  paid 
by  him  to  them  one  month  after  each  quarter-day,  that 
is  to  say,  on  the  25th  ofjanuaryy  the  25th  of  April,  the 
24th  of  Jk^  and  29th  of  October  in  each  year,  so  cany- 
ing  the  balance  forward  to  the  next  quarter ;  on  the 
decease  ^  oiny  ^*  the  childreuy  should  they  die  withoat 
issiie  Uwiiilly  b^olten,  that  ^hare  to  fell  to  the  rest^  and 
so  on  to  the  last  female  child ;  bat  should  they  manrj 
and  have  children,  then  their  share  to  go  to  the  saiid 
child  or  children,  and  firom  the  last  female  child  to  the 
males  of  my  body  lawfully  begotten,  with  the  same  re* 
strictioos  «s   before  expfesscd,  and  to  the  heirs  and 
ass^ns  of  the  last  of  them.     But  be  it  remembered  mj 
daughter,  Mrs^JShsM  Jbbulaur,  b  exempt  from  any  be- 
nefit arisk^  from  this  will,  the  said  Mrs.  JUiutoM^  1^ 


Wood. 
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hid  her  share  of  my  property  at  her  marriage,  namely        1839. 

aD  annnity  of  200/.  per  annum,  which  I  do  hereby  like-  ^^^^^^'^'^"^ 
wise  provide  for,  to  be  paid  quarterly,  from  my  share  of  v, 

three  quarters  of  the  profits  of  the  Westminster  brewery." 

By  a  codicil  the  testator  expressed  himself  as  follows: 
''And  be  it  understood  the  horses  requested  to  be  sold 
\n Devonshire  does  not  include  the  carriage  horses:  and 
also, if  my  executors  should  think  proper  to  buy  up 
Biza  Johnstone's  annuity,  the  4000/.  so  paid  must  be 
secured  by  trustees  to  the  said  Eliza  Johnstone^  for  her 
own  sole  use  and  benefit  independent  of  her  husband, 
ud  at  her  death  to  her  children.'' 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  date  of  his  will,  and 
Georgiana,  one  of  his  daughters,  died  in  1837,  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  leaving  the  Plaintifis,  her 
children,  surviving  her. 

The  widow  of  the  testator  was  still  living,  and  the 
question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was,  whether  the 
Haintiffi,  under  these  circumstances,  took  any  interest 
Wider  the  will. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keene^  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bethell^  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. 

Oripps  v.  WolcoU{a\  Thomhill  v.  Thornhill  {b)j 
Smith  V.  Smith  (c),  GiUs  v.  GiUs  (rf).  Rust  v.  Baker  {e\ 
■nd  see  Lejeune  v.  Lejeune  (g),   Christopherson  v.  Nay^ 

lor 

(a)  4  Mad.  11.  {d)  Id.  360. 

\h)  4  Mad.  377.  \e)  Id.  443. 

(c)  S  Siwi.  353.  ig)  3  Keen^  701. 
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1859.  Itar(a),  Btttier  r.  Ommmey{]b\  Wmigk  t.  WaMgk{c)9 
T^iktrlagi  t.  Harbin  {d)j  Doe  dem.  Ixmg  t.  Prigg  {e% 
Bomem  r.  Sccnocrqfi  (g),  were 


7lf  Master  ^/Ar  Roixs. 

I7tli4prie.  TbePUintifl&are  thediildrenortlietestator^sdaiigli- 

ter  Georgiamay  who  died  in  the  lifetiiDe  of  the  testator's 
widow,  and  the  qnestioo  b  if  ther  take  any  interest 
under  the  testaUM-'s  wilL 

The  will  of  the  testator,  after  making  certain  bequests, 
is  expressed  as  follows:  [his  Lordship  stated  it}.  Heafter- 
wards  made  thb  oodidl :  [his  Lordship  stated  it^  And 
the  qoestioQ  is,  whether  this  gift  to  the  diildren  of  the 
cfaiMren  applies  to  the  diildren  of  the  dai^fater  who 
died  in  the  Bfedme  of  the  widow.  The  testator  has  ex- 
pressed himsdf  in  a  Terrconfiised  and  imperfect  man- 
ner :  he  has  given  to  his  wife,  in  trust  far  her  life  only, 
all  hb  remaining  estates,  freeholds,. &c^  and  in  the  same 
sentence  he  gives  all  hb  capital  in  trade  with  the  three 
qoaiters  of  the  profits  arising  therefrom  to  hb  wife  far 
life,  bat  nerertheless  in  trust  at  her  death  Jbr  kis  tJkem 
smrxiirMg  children,  share  and  share  alike ;  it  b  perfecti j 
dear,  that  if  the  will  had  stopped  here  the  children 
sarriTii^  die  wife  would  alone  have  taken;  but  then 
the  testator  proceeds,  ^  inde^iendent  of  the  rental  of  var 
said  estates,  which  I  grre  and  bequeath  to  mr  surriTii^ 
female  children,*'  bj  whidi  he  exdndes  the  rental  of 
the  estate  from  the  fetmer  particular  dbpoation ;  and 
he  then  makes  a  distinct  dbposition  of  thb  rental 
in  these  words:  ^  whidi  I  grre  and  bequeath  to  my 
suniiiag  female  children,  to  be  paid  them  as  fallows 
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by  my  executor,  that  is  to  say,  the  whole  rents  and        18S9. 
produce,  share  and  share  alike,  of  all  such  freeholds,  wI^pI^^xH 
leaseholds,   ground   rents,   &c.,    plate  and    household  v. 

furniture."  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  plate  and 
household  iiirniture  had  not  been  before  excepted,  and 
this  shows  the  extreme  confusion  of  mind  in  which  the 
testator  was  when  he  wrote  this  will.  The  question  is, 
if  I  can  construe  the  words  *^  surviving  female  children" 
to  be  any  other  than  those  he  speaks  of  in  the  preceding 
scDtence.  If  he  intended  the  words  ^^  surviving  chil- 
dren"  to  mean  the  same  as  those  in  the  line  preceding, 
then  those  children  only  who  survived  the  widow  would 
be  entided,  and  I  think  that  must  be  the  construction. 
The  rule  is,  that  where  an  interest  is  given  to  one  for 
Vkf  and  after  his  death  to  his  surviving  children,  those 
only  can  take  who  are  alive  at  the  time  the  distribution 
takes  place.  I  regret  I  am  compelled  to  come  to  this 
conclusion,  for  most  probably  such  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  but  in  all  cases  of  this  description  the 
testator  rarely  intends  to  omit  any  branch  of  his  family, 
bat  contemplating  future  events  imperfectly,  he  fails  to 
provide  for  all,  ^d  unfortunately  omits  the  particular 
event  which  afterwards  occurs :  I  am  under  the  necessity 
of  allowing  this  demurrer. 


Mr.  Tinney  pressed  upon  his  Lordship's  attention  the 
^^nns  of  the  gift  over,  but  his  Lordship  considered  that 
uie  children  mentioned  in  it  meant  the  same  children  as 
had  been  previously  described,  namely,  those  surviving 
tiie  death  of  the  widow,  (a) 

(a)  Affirmed  by  the  L.  C.  4th  December  1839. 
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1839. 


Jwi^  28, 29.  GOODWIN  V.  CLE WLEY. 

A  suit  was  in-  rVlHE  testator  gave  a  sum  of  1000/.  to  his  widow  for 
party  entiUed  1^^^^  ^^^  remainder  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  he  ap- 

m  remainder,    pointed  the  Defendant  Clealey  and  his  widow  executors. 

against  a  tnis-  * 

tee,  to  midLe     After  the  testator's  death  the  money  was  received  by 

W  'f*'^^      QewUy^  who  invested  the  same  on  an  improper  securiQr; 

trust  ftind  in-    the  widow  did  not,  however,  appear  to  have  concurred 
vested  on  an     ^« 
improper  se-     therein. 

curity,  and  a 

At^Tt¥fi  W88  

made  for  iu  The  object  of  this  bill  was  to  make  Cleaoley  person- 

restitution :      jjiy  iiabig  fQj.  the  amount,  and  the  widow  was  made  a 
Held  that  m  "^  / 

this  suit  the      Defendant.     At  the  hearing,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
t«.«tfoHife.  ^^  „f  ,pj„j„„^  ^,,  ,h,  security  was  improper,  .nd 

Defendant,       that  the  Defendant  Cletdey  was  personally  responsible ; 

tided  against    ^^  ^^  accordingly  ordered  to  restore  the  fund,  with 

hb  co-Defend-  costs, 
ant,  the  trus- 
tee, to  an  ac- 
count of  the  j^j.  penibeHon  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  Plaintifis. 
interest  which  *^     ' 

had  accrued 

suMhiJbe.        ^^'  ^^  ^'  ^"^^>  ^^^  ^®  ^^^^^  ^•^^  ^^  '^"^"^  ^^^  **f^ 
ing  no  such      asked  for  an  account  against  Cletdey^  of  the  arrears  of 

the  pleading,  interest  received  by  him  since  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  this 

was  asked  by  her  answer,  but  the  point  was  neither 

raised  by  the  bill,  nor  was  there  any  admission  on  the 

subject  in  tlie  answer  of  CleaHey. 

Mr.  Wrighti  corUrdj  for  the  Defendant  Cletdey^  op- 
posed this  account. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  though  desirous  of  making 
the  order,  said  that  no  such  case  was  made  by  the  plead- 
ings, and  in  the  absence  of  an  authority,  he  could  not 

make 
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make  the  order  asked,  as  it  would  be  making  a  decree        1889. 

between  co-Defendants.  ^■^"V"^^ 

Goodwin 

Clewlet.. 


See  EedetioH  ▼.  Lprd  Skclmendale,  1  Beavan,  996.,  and  Trevefyan 
T.  WkiU,  ib.  588. 


PICKERING  V.  PICKERING.  jpHl  lo.  i«. 


T 


HERE  were  two  questions  in  this  case,  Jlrsty  whe-  A  testator  be- 

ther,  under  the  terms  of  the  testator's  wjll,  the  Jji^j^^ 

tenant  for  life  was  entitled,  as  against  the  remainder-  **  all  the  in- 

man,  to  enjoy  the  testator's  perishable  property  in  specie^  di^dends 

or  whether  at  the  testator's  death  it  ought  to  have  been  »nnu»l  pro- 

duce  and  pro- 
converted  into  S  per  cents,  for  the  benefit  of  the  De-  fits,  use  and 

fendant,  who  was  entitled  to  the  testator's  property  in  ^f^^f^^^ 

remainder;   and  secondly^  whether  an  account  signed  tator's, real 

and  approved  of  by  the  tenant  for  life  was,  under  the  ^tat?*forHfc 

circumstances  which  will  be  presently  stated,  binding  and  at  her  de- 

on  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  her  legal  personal  represent-  ^^  E,R.P. 

ative.  *'  all  the  rest 

and  residue  of 
It  his  estate  and 
effects  what- 
*<^^er,both  real  and  personal."     Held,  on  the  context  of  the  will,  that  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  during  life,  of  the  perishable  property  of  the  testator 

*"  *pecie*'  and  without  a  conversion  for  the  benefit  of  the  remainder-man. 

^n  account  between  an  aged  tenant  for  life  and  the*remainder-man  (who  was  also 
executor)  which  was  settled  and  signed  by  the  tenant  for  life,  under  the  advice  of  her 
*o,"citor,  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  the  executor  not  having  furnished  full  inform- 
^^'^'-^f  the  account  being  founded  on  an  erroneous  opinion  of  counsel  as  to  the 
nghts  of  the  parties,  obtained  es  parte  by  the  executor, —  and  of  the  account  being 
^^Pplicated  m  its  form,  and  though  professing  to  be  made  in  conformity  with  the 
^l^^on,  yet  containing  an  addition  of  a  purchase  and  sale  between  the  parties. 

^hen  parties,  whose  rights  are  questionable,  have  equal  knowledge  of  fiicts  and 
^^1  means  of  ascertaining  what  their  riehts  really  are,  and  they  fairly  endeavour 
to  ^ttle  their  respective  claims  among  themselves,  every  court  feels  disposed  to 
support  the  conclusions  or  agreements  to  which  they  may  fairly  come  at  the  time, 
*ou  that  nocwithitanding  the  subsequent  discovery  of  common  error. 


$2 
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1889. 


PlCKIHlNO 

PiciimiNo. 


It  appeared  that  George  Andree  by  his  will,  dated  in 
December  I8OO9  expressed  himself  as  Follows :  **  I  give 
to  my  dear  wife  Mary  100/.  for  mourning  and  immediate 
expenses ;  besides  which,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  and 
for  the  provision  made  for  her  previous  to  and  in  con- 
templation of  our  marriage,  and  subject  to  and  after 
payment  of  my  debts,  and  the  sums  of  money  and  lega* 
cies  hereinafter  given,  and  such  annuities  and  insurances 
as  I  am  liable  to  pay,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said 
wife  M  the  interest^  rerUSy  dividends^  annual  produce  and 
profits^  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  my  estate  and  effects 
Tckatsoeverj  real  and  personal j  Jbr  and  during  the  term  of 
ker  natural  life.  I  give  to  my  said  wife  all  my  wearing 
apparel  whatsoever,  to  be  disposed  of  at  her  discretion.** 

The  testator  then  gave  certain  legacies,  and  gave  to 
the  Defendant,  Edward  IL  Pidtering^  *M00  guineas  and 
all  his  books  (with  the  exception  after  mentioned),  and 
all  his  papers,  except  title-deeds  and  securities ;  and  he 
gave  to  him,  absolutely,  all  his  furniture,  fixtures  and 
things  in  and  about  hb  chambers  in  Staple's  Inny'*  which 
chambers  be  gave  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  The 
testator  then  proceeded  as  follows :  ^  I  give  to  my  said 
wife,  for  her  absolute  use  and  benefit,  all  the  rest  of  my 
household  furniture,  wine,  coals  and  other  stores,  linen 
and  china,  and  fifhr  volumes  of  my  books«  to  be  selected 
by  herself  Mios  excepted,  bat  only  the  use  lor  her 
life  of  my  plate.*  The  testator  then  appointed  the 
Defendant  and  two  other  persons  his  executory  and 
Ctiotinued  in  the  following  wocds :  ^  I  direcc  that  all 
die  said  l^acies  be  paid  and  delivened  jk$  soon  as 
it  nav  be  withiMt  any  delay ;  and  a;  i&e  decease  of 
vv  5Mi  wtfe^  I  gtTew  devtsae  and  tw^jumdi  unto  mj 
jaid  son4n4aw>  Ktsftni  R  F^trst^^  all  ihe  nest 
and  rosidtte  of  my  esstfr  ---^ 
beck  real  aai  persouL  !!>  k 
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ctttors,  administrators^  and  assigns  for  ever,  subject  as 

aforesaid,  and  to  the  payment  of  such  sum  and  sums  of 

money  as  I  have  undertaken  or  shall  undertake  to  pay 

After   my  said  wife's  decease ;  but  if  the  said  Edward 

Baooland  Pickering  shall  die  in  her  lifetime,  not  having 

inarried,  then  I  give  one  half  part  of  such  rest  and 

residue  of  my  estate  and  effects,  subject  to  the  payment 

of  one  half  of  such  sum  and  sums  first  and  last  above 

alluded   to,  unto  my  nephew,  John  Andree^  and   my 

niece,  Mary  A.  Andree^  equally  to  be  divided  between* 

them,  to  hold  to  them  or  the  survivor,  if  one  only  shall 

survive   my  wife,  their  his  and  her  heirs,  executors, 

administrators  and  assigns,  for  ever.'' 


1839. 


Pickering 

V. 
PlCKEBINO. 


In  January  1801  the  testator  made  the  following  co- 
^cil  to  his  will :  "  being  liable  to  pay  to  John  Cook^  of 
^^igh  in  the  county  of  Essex^  clerk,  the  sum  of  60/.  a 
year,  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  now  I  hereby 
expressly  charge  and  make  payable  the  same  upon,  by 
^d  out  of  all  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  both 
'^'^^hold  and  copyhold,  which  I  am  or  shall  be,  or  which 
^9  tny  heirs  or  assigns  shall  be  entitled  to,  situate  at  or 
near  Stevenage  in  the  county  of  Herts ;  and  in  case  of 
Ae  decease  of  John  Clendon^  assured  by  me  in  the 
^^cable  Assurance  OflBce,  during*lhe  lifetime  of  the 
^id  John  Cooky  then  I  give  unto  my  executors  all  such 
^nois  of  money  as  shall  arise  and  be  payable  by  and 
irom  the  said  society,  on  the  decease  of  the  said  John 
^^^^ndon^  to  me,  my  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
^Poii  trust  thereout  from  time  to  time  to  pay  and  dis- 
charge to  the  said  John  Cook^  during  his  natural  life,  the 

*^d  sum  of  60/.  a  year,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit." 

t 

The  testator  died  in  Febntary  1801,  and  the  Defend- 

^t  Edward  22.  Pickerings  a  solicitor,  who  was  the  son  of 

Mrs.  Andree  by  a  former  marriage,  alone  proved  the  will. 

Vol.  IL  D  The 
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The  testator,  at  his  death,  was  possessed  of  a  lease- 
hold house  in  the  Strand^  held  for  an  unexpired  term  of 
forty-five  years  and  a  hal^  and  producing  a  clear  im- 
proved rent  of  lOS/.  He  was  also  entitled  to  an  annuity 
of  lOCML  a  year,  payable  by  George  Greene  during  his 
life,  and  which  was  secured  by  the  covenant  of  one 
WtUiam  Ward;  this  annuity  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
was  in  arrear  to  the  extent  of  16221^  and  was  supposed 
to  be  irrecoverable,  in  consequence  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  grantor  and  of  the  supposed  insolvency  of  the  estate 
of  Wardy  the  surety,  who  was  dead.  Greene  it  appeared 
died  in  1825,  and  nothing  was  paid  in  respect  of  this 
annuity  until  the  year  1830,  as  hereafter  stated. 


From  the  death  of  the  testator  in  1801,  down  to  the 
year  18S0t,  no  question  seemed  to  have  arisen  between 
the  parties  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will ;  but  ^the 
widow,  with  the  full  concurrence  of  the  Defendant,  con- 
tinned  to  receive  the  wh<de  of  the  rents  of  the  leasehold 
property  in  the  Strand. 

In  the  year  1827,  a  suit  was  instituted,  in  the  names 
of  Mrs.  Andree  and  the  Defendant,  against  die  repre- 
sentadves  of  Ward  the  surety,  (oir  the  recovery  of  the 
arrears  of  the  annuity ;  in  this  suit  a  Mr.  nJoknsom  acted 
as  the  solicitor  of  the  PlaintifiBw  In  February  1830  a 
decree  was  made  in  that  suit,  in  fevour  of  the  Plaintifis, 
by  which  accounts  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  and  of 
Wants  estate  were  directed  to  be  taken,  and  the  latter 
was  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  such  arrears,  and  of 
the  odier  debts  of  WanL 


Atrears  to  the  amount  of  A0^7L  3s.  $dL 
to  be  doe ;  the  cause  was  heard  on  further 
die  14th  of  Jmgasi  1830;  and  the  IVfendaot 
the  arrears  oo  the  28th  of  the  same  moodi. 


found 

OQ 


No 
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questions  appeared  to  have  arisen  between  Mrs.        1839. 
AndM-ee  and  the  Defendant  until   the  first  decree  was     ^ckerino 


abo«jm  to  be  made,  at  which  time  the  correspondence  «• 

bet^%Kr«en  them  commenced.     On  the  ISth  of  February 


1830,  Mrs.  Andree  wrote  to  the  Defendant,  complaining 
of  t.liie  delay  in  the  settlement  of  the  suit,  and  casually 
mentioning  that  a  Mr.  Grqjan  had  called  on  her.     The 
I^fendant  replied  on  the  27th  of  the  same  month,  stating 
tha^    the  cause  had  been  heard,  and  that  a  decree  had 
been  made,  which  admitted  the  claim  notwithstanding 
the  length  of  time  which  had  elapsed ;  and  also  mention- 
ing  the  reference  to  the  Master,  but  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  state  when  the  end  would  be,  but  that  he 
left  it  to  Mr.  Johnson. 

Nothing  further  appeared  to  have  taken  place  until 
the  nonth  of  March  18S0,  when  the  Defendant  sub- 
''^itted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  late  Mr.  Belly  as  to 
the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testator.  It  did  not 
appear  under  what  circumstances  the  case  was  sub- 
"^*tt^,  or  whether  with  the  knowledge  or.  concurrence 
^*  ^Ars.  Andree.  The  case  and  opinion,  in  which  the 
^^Qr^cs  of  the  parties  were  altered,  was  as  follows :  — 

«  CASE. 

*^   George  Andrews  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  his  wife 

^^^  t^lie  rents,  interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce  of 

^*     estates  for  her   life;    and  subject  thereto,  he  be- 

9^^&^thed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estates,  real  and 

P^^^onal,  to  Edward  Paisons^  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 

'^^istrators  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  appointed  three 

^^^<^tors,  who  are  all  dead  but  one.     1801  George  An-- 

^"^ms  died.     Part  of  his  property  consisted  of  a  lease, 

.^^      fifty  years  from  1796,  at  a  clear  rent  of  103/.  per 

'^^nm.     The  widow  is  still  living,  and  has  received  the 

^^e  rent.     The  residuary  legatee  has  now  complained, 

D  2  that 


56 


1859. 


PicKEmntQ 
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that  the  executors  oagfat  not  to  have  suffered  the  widow 
to  receiTe  the  full  rent,  hot  they  ought  to  have  sold  the 
lease  at  the  testotor's  death,  realised  its  then  value,  and 
only  to  have  let  the  widow  have  what  interest  could 
have  been  obtained  from  the  produce ;  but  not  doing  so, 
he  contends  he  has  been  greatly  injured;  he  insists, 
that  if  this  lease  had  been  sold  at  the  tesUtor^s  death,  it 
would  have  produced  185W.,  and  that  if  it  were  now 
sold,  it  would  only  be  worth  11 3S^  and  therefore  this 
property  is  worse  by  721/L  than  it  would  have  been  had 
the  executors  sold  this  leasehold  property  and  realised 
the  aj^sets,  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  at  the  testator's 
decease  in  1801  ;  and  insists  that  the  deterioration 
should  be  made  good  by  the  widow,  either  by  now 
making  up  the  value  as  it  would  have  been  at  the  testa- 
tor's death,  or  that  the  future  roits,  &c.  be  stopped  to 
make  it  good,  but  of  which  there  would  be  little  chance 
as  the  widow  is  in  very  advanced  years ;  but  she  is  in 
good  circumstances  and  could  easily  make  good  the 
claim,  or  out  of  the  sum  to  which  she  may  be  entitled 
from  the  annuity  mentioned  on  the  other  side." 


**  Be  pleased  to  give  your  opinion  on  this  lease- 
hold question  and  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

*'  Second  point.  Upon  George  Andrrws^s  death  in  1801, 
it  was  found  that  he  had  purchased  an  annuity  of  100/. 
of  the  assignee  of  the  grantee,  upon  the  grantor's  life,  and 
that  William  Watts  was  a  covenantor  for  securing  it. 


« 


1801.  It  then  appeared  that  Watt^  was  dead  insol- 
vent, and  upon  application  to  the  grantor  it  was  found 
that  he  was  living  upon  the  charity  of  his  friends  and 
could  pay  nothing,  that  only  a  small  payment  had  been 
made  to  the  first  grantee,  and  that  Andrews  had  not  re- 
ceived any  part 

«  1825. 
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S25.  The  grantor  died  lately,  and  it  has  been 
that  Watts  has  become  entitled  to  some  property ; 
presentative  has  been  called  upon  imder  his  cove- 
and  it  is  expected  that  the  whole  or  a  considerable 
>f  the  arrears  may  be  obtained. 

he  whole  arrears  due  404?^  5s,  ScL 


1889. 


PlCKEBINO 
V. 

Pickering. 


it 


The  widow  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  annuity 
ftovck  the  death  of  her  husband  in  180l|  viz.,  twenty- 
four  jears  or  2400/.,  and  to  have  the  residue  laid  out 
at  interest  for  her  life. 


'*  On  the  other  hand  the  residuary  legatee  insists,  that 
she  is  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  arrears,  that  it 
never  has  been  an  annual  productive  property,  and  that 
not  until  it  is  received  by  the  executor  will  it  be,  that 
personal  of  which  she  can  derive  any  interest,  and  that 
therefore  all  that  she  is  entitled  to,  will  be,  to  have  the 
gross  sum  which  may  be  obtained  laid  out  at  interest^ 
to  be  paid  to  her  for  life  in  future.  The  executor  has 
^°SSested  that  it  should  be  considered  thus,  supposing 
^e  Mrhole  4047/.  could  be  obtained,  or  proportionably 
according  to  the  sum  which  may  be  so :  —  The  arrears 

<Jue  txt  Andrew^ s  death  in  1801  -  -  ^1647 

T'fcat  the  then  value  of  an  annuity  of  100/. 
"pc>ri  the  grantor's  life  would  have  been  worth, 
suppose  -  -  -  -       1100 


^hat  this  sum  should  be  considered  as  the 
realised  assets  or  estate  in  1801 

x'bat  the  widow  should  have  the  difference, 
^^  from  which  should  be  deducted  the  excess 

received  by  her  from  the  leasehold 


2747 


1300 


.^4047 


D  3 


(( 


But 
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18S9. 


Pickering 

V. 
PiCKKftlNO. 


^^  But  both  parties  disagree  to  this  arrangement,  the 
widow  thinking  that  she  ought  to  have  the  lOOL  per 
annum  since  the  year  1801,  viz.  2400/.,  as  accrued 
arrears  to  her,  and  the  residuary  legatee  insisting^  that 
she  ought  to  have  nothing  of  the  arrears,  but  only  the 
future  interest  of  the  gross  sum  of  whatever  may  be  ob* 
tained,  and  that  subject  to  the  residuary  legatee's  claim 
in  respect  of  the  lease  should  be  adjusted  out  of  the 
widow's  claim  to  the  annuity. 


'^  Be  pleased  to  give  your  opinion  upon  this 
point,  and  what  you  recommend  to  be  done  be- 
tween the  parties." 


On  the  20th  of  March  1830,  Mr.  Bell  gave  his  opi- 
nion, which  was  in  the  following  terms :  ^^  I  think  the 
leasehold  should  be  considered  as  sold  at  the  testator  s 
death,  and  the  widow  will  be  entitled  to  what  it  would 
have  produced  if  then  laid  out  in  3  per  cent,  consols, 
and  she  must  refund  the  rest  of  what  she  has  received 
for  the  rent.  Earl  Heme  v.  Earl  Dartmouth  (a),  for  this 
is  a  residuary  bequest  to   the  widow   for  life.     The 
arrears  at  the  death  of  the  testator  must  be  carried  to 
the  account  of  the  residue,  and  the  widow  can  have  no 
benefit  from  it  till  it  begins  to  produce  interest.     As  to 
'  the  residue  of  the  arrears,  that  is,  what  the  annuity  has 
produced  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  according 
to  Lord  Howe  v.   Dartmouth^  it  should  be  computed 
what  3  per  cent,  consols  the  value  of  the  annuity  would 
have  produced  if  laid  out  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  what  the  widow  would  have  received  from  dividends 
of  such  stock,  should  be  paid  to  her  out  of  what  has 
accrued  since  his  death,  and  the  residue  of  that  sum 
should  be  taken  as  part  of  the  principal  belonging  to 

the 

(fl)  7  Ves.  137. 
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the  residue.  If  the  whole  arrears  are  not  recovered,  I 
incUne  to  think  the  sums  recovered  must  be  apportioned 
rateably,  according  to  what  would  go  to  each  account  if 
the  ^^  bole  had  been  recovered.*' 


S9 


1839. 


Pickering 

PlCK£RINO. 


Oi:^  the  Sd  of  Atigust  1830,  the  Defendant  wrote  to 
Mrs*  .Andree  in  the  following  terms :  — 

*'  ^V^ith  this  I  beg  leave  to  send  you  the  account, 
whicli  has  been  drawn  Qut  agreeably  to  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Sell^  respecting  the  house  in  the  Strand  and  the 
arrears  of  Greenes  annuity  now  recovered  from  Mr. 
•  WarcTs  estate.     A  copy  of  Mr.  BelTs  opinion  accom- 
panies the  account,  that  you  may  put  them  both  into 
Mr.  Grojari^  hands  or  into  those  of  any  other  profes- 
^onal  man  in  whom  you  have  any  confidence,  that  they 
may  be  carefully  considered  on  your  behalf.     I  must 
request  that  he  will  be  pleased  to  see  Mr.  Johnson  upon 
the  subject,  and  as  soon  as  I  learn  that  the  account  has 
been  adjusted  and  approved  by  you,  the  balance  shall 
be  paid." 

The  account  which  accompanied  this  letter  was  as 

follows :  — 


D  4 


Dr. 
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Dr.  per  contra^     Cr. 

The  Estate  of  George  Andree  deceased^  in  account  with  Mrs.  Andree^ 


AS   TO   THE  HOUSE  IN   THE  STRAND. 

Mr.  Bdl  being,  of  opinion  that  .the  bouae  ought  to  be  considered  as  if  sold  at  Mr.  Afu> 
drt^%  death  that  the  amount  of  the  then  value  should  be  considered  as  then  invested  in 
the  8  per  cent  stock — that  Mrs.  Andrpe  should  be  credited  with  what  would  have  been  Uie 
amount  of  the  dividends  of  such  S  per  cents.,  and  that  she  must  refund  what  she  has  over- 
received  bj  having  received  the  rents. 


At  the  death  of  Mr.  Andree  in 
February^  there    were  45J 
years  to  come  in  the  lease  of 
No;  188.  Shrand:  the  value 
of  this  lease  in  1801  was 
15}    years*    purchase,    viz. 
1596/.  lOt.,  being  let  at  a 
clear  rent  of  103/.  per  an- 
num: this  sum  would  have 
purchased   2660/.    165.    8d. 
3  per  cent,  consols,  at  60  per 
cent.     Annual  dividend  of 
this,  79/.  161.  6d. :  29  years 
and  { thereof 

To  balance  carried  down 


£ 


To  the  amount  of  rents  of  the 
Strand  house,  at  103/>,  paid  to 
Mrs.  Andree  from  C^ri^mat 
1800  to  IUdtummer  day 
1830.    103/.  X  29i  years 


2354  16 
683  13 


9 
3 


£3038  10    0 


3038  10     0 


£3038  10     O 
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AS    TO  GRBBNe's    annuity  —  ARREARS    FROM   WARD*B   ESTATE. 

Mr.  Seil  being  of  opinioii  that  the  arrears  due  at  Mr.  Andree*t  deceam  were  to  be  oon- 
vdflPed  as  part  of  his  personal  estate — that  the  annuity  should  be  considered  to  ha?e  been 
•oU  or  Talued  at  the  death  of  Mr.  Andree — that  such  value  should  be  considered  as  then 
invttted  b  the  purchase  of  S  per  cents.,  and  that  Mrs.  Andree  should  be  credited  with  the 
•foma^X  of  what  the  dividends  would  have  been  from  Mr.  Andree*%  death,  the  rest  of 
^^i»  xecovered  from  IFanfs  estate  as  to  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  will  be  part  of  the 
estate* 

£    $,    d. 


-AtMr.  -rfairee*s  decease  G«)r^tf 

*^^'^^99e,  the  annuity  grantor, 

^■»    «ibout  64  years  of  age, 

*o<l  «a  he  was  insolvent,  the 

«ntt«*ity  would  not  have  pro- 

^(ic'^cl  any  thing;  but  esti- 

BiMtMWMg  it  at  that  period  as 

•  good  annuity  of  lOOt,  h 

wolm]^  liave  been  worth  about 

7}  y^fears*  value,  say  8  years 

or    ^coLi  this  would  have 

.  purcrl^ued  in  3  per  cents.,  at 
W  l>«r  cent,  1,833/.  6s,  SdL 
3  P^v  cents.,  and  would  have 
pro^caeed  40^.  per  annum; 
"*^  ^  Greene  died  in  June 
18*S,  40t  X  24  years    -      - 

The     caxnount    of 

•w^^rs     -       -  :g4047  5  8 

iMuo^  the  above        960  0  0 


To  the  above  balance  brought 
down         .        .         .        - 

Suppose  that  Mrs.  Andree  shall 
continue  for  her  life  to  receive 
the  full  rent  of  the  Strand 
house  as  heretofore,  the  dif- 
ference between  that  rent 
and  what  would  have  been 
the  dividend  from  the  stock  if 
a  sale  had  been  made,  vis* 

£103    0    O 

The  dividend      •     79  16    6 


£    9.    d. 


683  13     8 


Difference 


Vaiu« 


3    6 


23 
Xycain 


61  18    9 


960    O    0 


£3087  5  8 

Estina^te  thb  at 

^  P«r  cent  or 
Valim     thpreof-i 

dreiei^s  urp  at  . 

£108  1  0 

• 

£1230    2     6 

To  balance  td  be  paid  to  Mrs. 


Andree 


-      488  10    9 
£1230    2    6 


^-  B.  Hie  price  of  stocks  during  the  year  1801  varied  from  58  to  72  per  cent  The 
sbo^  odmate  is  made  at  only  60  per  cent :  but  if  it  were  taken  at  a  mean  value,  aa 
pKobsbly  it  should  be,  vis.  65  per  cent,  it  would  make  the  balance  upwards  of  200^  jess  to 
be  paid  to  Mrs.  Andree  than  as  above  stated. 


«  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1839.  The  following  are  die  material  portions  of  the  oor- 

^cnEDcG     respondoice   which  subsequently   passed  between  the 
Defendant  and  'Mrs.jlmdree. 

Mrs.  Amdree  to  Defendant,  dated  31st  Ji^mi  1S30. 


'*  1  am  just  risen  from  a  bed  of  sickness ;  my  limbs 
are  feeble^  and  my  head  is  too  weak  to  understand 
the  contents  of  the  papers  you  hare  sent  me.  What 
am  I  to  do  with  law  proceedings,  with  one  foot  in  the 
graTe  —  neariy  both.  I  should  think,  that  as  executor, 
you  would  do  me  justice  on  erery  point,  and  sordy  your 
own  rdigious  feelings  would  not  permit  yon  to  wrong  me. 
According  to  your  request,  Mr.  Grvftm  waited  od  Mr. 
Jobuoiu  Mr.  GrxffOM^s  femily  I  respect,  baring  known 
than  from  die  age  of  two  years.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Grofam^ 
with  his  sisters,  pay  me  friendly  risits ;  but  I  wish  to 
have  nothii^  to  do  with  law.  I  have  a  great  opinion  of 
Mr.  Mknsom  ;  but  whT  are  vou  not  sufficient  to  act  far 
me  during  the  short  remaining  period  of  my  life?  I 
wish  you  to  explain  nK>re  in  the  A,  B,  C  way,  that  I 
may  comprehoid  the  true  meaning  of  these  papers.  I 
did  not  answer  your  other  letter,  as  you  were  going  otA 
of  town ;  indeed  I  did  not  think  it  required  a  renlT,  aD 
thii^  being  settled.  I  haTe  put  the  papers  by  till  I 
hear  from  vou :  I  mar  then  have  lecoieied  mv  senses : 
I  haTe  been  so  light-headed  that  I  haTe  been  quite  in- 
conststmt  in  all  thii^s.''  ^  N.R  I  had  a  line  tromt 
Mr.  JbbiffM  to  know  if  I  chose  U>  proceed  at  law,  and 
I  declined  as  you  desired  me.  ^«'  I  hope  yoa  and  fiunily 
are  wdl.  What  can  be  yoor  nedcson  not  to  see  me  and 
settle,  if  there  is  occnsaon  for  anv  settlement  ?"* 
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Defendant  to  Mrs.  Andree^  dated  4th  September 
*^  I  beg  to  thank  you  for  your  request  to  see 
and  which  I  shall  avail  myself  of,  when  I  returh  to 
[1  and  our  present  matter  of  business  is  disposed  of; 
upon  that  or  any  other  pecuniary  occasion  of  business 
must  excuse  me  for  having  determined  not  to  have 
personal  communication  with  any  relative  in  future. 
[  liave  found  from  experience  that  the  only  satisfactory 
ws^y  is  to  have  such  matters  arranged  through  the  inter- 
position of  third  persons.  You  awe  it  to  younelf  to 
h€Mx>e  Mr.  Grojan  or  some  other  professional  man  to  look 
^  the  account  and  see  that  you  are  fairly  dealt  hy^  and 
there  can  be  little  difficulty  in  your  requesting  Mr. 
^^^"^arC^  attention  to  it  for  you,  and  let  him  see  Mr. 
*Ff>hnson  on  the  subject.  I  must  beg  that  you  mli  place 
*^  ctmfidence  in  me  on  this  occasion^  but  be  governed  by 
^9^m,  Grojan,  your  own  legal  adviser.** 


1889. 


Pickering 

PiCKBEINO. 


rs.  Andree  to  Defendant,  dated  14th  September  1830. 

:•  Grojan  comes  to  town  on  Monday^  I  will  then 

the  papers  to  him  :  I  have  read  them  with  wonder 

"^d     astonishment.     Mr.  Belts  opinion  concerning  the 

^^c^Tid  estate  must,  I  think,  be  wrong — he  cannot  have 

*^^*^  Mr.-^ndre^s  will.     It  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  vague 

^^d    inconsistent  sort  of  business,  varying  from  all  equity 

^^   «xiy  side  —  quite  a  new  system  of  law,  to  alter  and 

°^^Ice  void  a  testator's  will :  I  should  think  if  one  part 

^  to  be  altered,  the  whole  would  be  affected.     I  am 

^^hty-seven  next  'November^  and  therefore  cannot  last 

Von^ ;  then  all  is  yours  —  you  can  sell  and  act  agreeably 

^^  yourself." 


I^he  Defendant  to  'Mirs.Andree,  dated  17th  ofSeptem*' 
^  1830.  **  I  am  glad  to  find  from  your  letter  that  you 
understand  the  papers :  what  is  right  to  be  done  shall 
"^  Jone,  with  that  be  content.     The  time  is  arrived  at 

which 
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PiCKUUKG 
PiCKSaiKO. 


which  the  matter  may  be  properly  arranged,  and  without 
uiconTenienoe  to  you :  be  thankful  that  I  have  not  before 
required  iL  Mr.  Bell  and  the  accountant  I  think  ought 
to  have  allowed  me  interest  upon  the  sums  I  have  yeariy 
advanced  to  you  for  twenty-nine  years  by  paying  you 
the  Slrand  rent;  this,  if  calculated,  would  amount  to 
upwards  of  500^,  and  instead  of  anything  being  now 
payable  to  you,  you  would  owe  me  a  balance:  this 
would  be  only  reasonable,  as  my  payments  have  con- 
tributed to  your  savings.** 


The  Defendant  to  Mrs.  Andree^  without  date. 

**  The  matter  rests  with  vourseU.  When  I  learn  from 
you  that  you  folly  understand  the  account,  through  your 
solicitor,  and  are  satisfied  with  it,  it  will  be  settled.  I 
had  hoped  that  thb  would  have  been  done  before.  I 
now  leave  town  and  shall  not  return  for  some  days.  As 
the  account  has  been  sent  to  you  I  feel  myself  pledged 
to  it,  but  had  it  been  properly  considered  as  to  the 
interest,  not  one  shillii^  would  be  due  to  you,  but  a 
balance  due  to  me  firom  you.  The  balance  of  the  ac- 
count is  4SSiL  10s.  edr 


It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  JUjoow,  who 
examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant^ 
dial  Mr.Gr^^isa,  actii^  as  the  solicitor  of  Mrs.  Amiree^ 
had  three  interview>»  with  him  on  the  subject  of  the 
account,  oq  the  24th  and  27lh  ofSq/iemkr^  and  the  8tfa 
of  Okiofcr  18SO.  On  the  first  occasioQ  he  atteoded  with 
die  opinion  of  Mr.  JSWiT  and  the  account,  ^  and  discnssed 
the  opinion  and  the  account ;  and  after  such  disciissaoo 
Mr.  GrtyoM  expressed  himself  satisfied  with  the  account, 
and  said  he  tfaooght  it  &ir,  and  cakulated  lapoBk  a  ISieral 
piiw.if>hs  and  said  he  would  see  yir%^Jmdnnt  and  ex- 
plain the  account  to  her."*  That  on  the  2Tth  of  Qrfti&r 
la^SQ^  Mr.  Grwf/tm  caUed  cq  yir^^Mnsom  and  stafted. 
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that  '^Bxs.Andree  was  satisfied  with  the 'account  and  was 
willicig  to  receive  the  balance  of  488/.  IO5. 6d.  appearing 
dae  ^o  her  on  the  said  account,  and  requesting  to  be 
infonned  what  receipt  would  be  required ;  and  on  the 
Bth  of  October  1830,  he  brought  the  account,  at  the 
foot  of  which  was  the  following  memorandum,  signed 
by  M^rs.  Andree  and  attested  by  Mr.  Grojan.  It  was 
afterwards  signed  by  the  Defendant. 


1839. 


PiCXBBINO 
V, 

Pickering. 


*'  7th  oi  October  1830.     We  do  hereby  declare  that 

this  account  is  approved  of  by  us,  and  that  the  same,  as 

to  the  matters  therein  referred  to,  contains  our  agree- 

D^ent  in  respect  thereof,  and  which  we  do  hereby  con- 
firm. 

**  3f.  Andree. 

«  E.  R.  Pickering:' 

Af  rs.  Andree  also  gave  to  the  Defendant  a  receipt  for 
tHe  488/.  IO5.  6(f.,  which  was  annexed  to  the  account, 
**  ii:i  full  for  all  her  claims  and  demands  for  or  on 
account  of  the  several  sums,  matters  and  things  therein 
*^^^te<J,  mentioned  or  referred  to,  save  and  except  as  to 
the  irent  of  the  house  in  the  Strand  therein  mentioned, 
^*^d  which  she  was  to  receive  as  theretofore ; "  this  was 
attested  by  Mr.  Grojan^  ^'  as  solicitor  for  the  said 
Andree:^ 


AT 


rs.  Andree  died  in  July  1836,  and  this  bill  was  filed 
y  Ifcer  executor,  praying  a  declaration,  that  the  account 
^^^led  and  signed  on  the  7th  of  October*  1830  was  not 
ing;  for  a  declaration,  that  Mrs.  Andree  was  en- 


bi 


^^*^d  for  life  to  the  rents  of  the  leasehold,  and  to  the 
^*^cile  arrears  of  the  annuity  which  accrued  during  her 
^*^»   with  an  alternative  prayer,  that  the  Plaintiff  might 

^   ^t  liberty  to  surcharge  and  falsify  the  account,  and 

^^^  consequential  directions. 


Mr; 
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18S9.  Mr.  Graham  being  ahoed,  was  not  examined  as  a  wit 


ftcsnnw.         Mr.  Pmberion  and  Mr.  &  Skarptj  fi>r  the  Flainti£ 

Mr.  Endardty^  Mr.  G.  Rickards  and  Mr.  Uoydy  fo 
tbeD^ndant. 

Uoav  T.  Xifln/  Dartmomtk  (a\  Jlcodt  t.  Sfepfr  (6),  CU 
liMST.CoUiMs{c)j  Beikmex.  Kennedy  {d^  CaryY.  Cory{e] 
CUfttm  T.  CocUmmig),  Mtmdey  t.  Gzrr(il),  Mills  i 
JtfiiQs  (f),  Vincent  t.  XnsoMi&f  (it),  were  dted  ;  and  se 
Mmey  t.  Gibk.  (/) 


TV  Mjksm  ^tfr  Rolls. 

This  case,  in  princqJe,  is  one  of  Terr  great  import 
anoe^  and  ooosidmi^  the  relation  of  the  parties,  is  ii 
manr  rejects  of  a  t^  painfol  nature. 

If  I  thoD^t  it  probable,  that  I  coold  come  to  t 
coDdnsion  at  all  diflerii^  from  that  to  wfaidi  I  havt 
anired,  after  haiing  attended  with  erenr  care  to  tlM 
aigmnenis  daring  the  dbcsssioD,  I  shoold  certainly  taki 
tone  for  Anrther  consideration,  but  baring  formed  ai 
opinion  which  appears  to  me  satis&cttirr,  I  ooght  noi 
toddaj  dedarii^  it. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is,  mhcthei  the  partie 
are  bound  by  an  aoooont  and  an  alleged  agreement,  pur 
pofting  to  hape  been  settled  and  made  betv>een  them  oi 
the  7th  of  Octoter  ISSO;  and  if  oot,  then  this  qoestioi 


H:  S  Mwimt^£.€»^.  J>/A.JOS. 

(r"i  Id.  :os.  ,r  r  5bK.  so:, 

(^  I  Jfyb^  4-  rhi%,  114.  ^r  1  F/ww^,  iTj^A. 
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Arises,  upon  what  principle  are  the  rights  of  the  Plain- 
ti£^  as  representative  of  Mrs.  Andree  under  the  will  of 
ber  second  husband,  to  be  decided  ?  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  account  is  held  to  be  a  settled  account,  it  is  then 
to  be  considered,  whether  there  are  not  such  specific 
errors  apparent  on  the  account  itself,  as  to  entitle  the 
PiuDtifiF  to  surcharge  and  falsify  it. 

[Hb  Lordship,  after  having  stated  the  will  and  death 
of  the  testator,  the  acquiescence  of  the  executor  in  the 
widow's  receiving  the  whole  rent,  the  circumstances  at- 
tending the  recovery  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and 
the  letters  of  the  13th  and  27th  o(  February  18S0,  con- 
tinued.] 

In  the  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity, Mr.  Johnson  acted  as  solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
that  is  for  Mrs.  Andree^  as  well  as  for  the  Defendant, 
^tLPickering,  and  this  should  certainly  be  borne  in 
inind  throughout  the  whole  of  this  case. 

Very  soon  after  the  date  of  the  letter  of  the  27th  of 
FAruan/y  the  Defendant  caused  a  case  to  be  laid  before 
^r. &//  for  his  opinion:  he  therein  stated  that  a 
question  had  arisen,  whether  Mrs.  Andree  (who,  it  must 
oc  observed,  during  the  whole  of  this  period  had  been 
^^iTing  it,  with  his  concurrence  and  assistance),  was 
^tided  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  income  of  the 
t^tator's  estate  as  it  stood  at  his  death.  Instead  of 
^^^^ouDunicating  this  doubt  to  her  or  to  Mr.  Johnson^ 
^bo  was  acting  as  solicitor  for  Mrs.  Andree^  as  well 
^fi>rhim,  he  caused  a  case  to  be  framed,  or  probably 
P^pared  it  himself,  and  laid  it  before  Mr.  Bell  for  his 
pinion.  That  case  did  not,  however,  set  forth  the 
^dl,  but  it  stated  what  was  represented  to  be  the  sub- 
^ce  and  effect  of  the  will,  and  it  did  not  represent  the 

facts 
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1839.  bets  as  tber  stood ;  I  think  Terr  slightlj  of  the  alter- 
ation of  names,  ezoepc  for  this,  —  that  if  the  names  had 
been  trnl  j  stated  and  the  will  had  been  correctly  set 
fiNthy  it  would  then  have  appeared  upon  the  case  itself, 
that  the  remainder-man  was  also  the  executor,  whereas, 
in  the  mode  the  case  was  put,  it  appeared  that  the  re- 
mainder-man was  a  distinct  person  from  the  execator, 
and  it  was,  therefore,  quite  impossible  for  Mr.  Bdl  to 
form  any  notion  that  any  question  had  arisen,  or  could 
arise,  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  the  executor  and 
remainder-man  towards  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  Defendant  now  states,   that  this  case  was  laid 
before  Mr.  BrO  for  his  own  guidance  and  with  regard 
to  his  own  interest  alone :  I  am  under  the  necessity  of 
sajring  that  this  statement  appears  to  me  to  be  inoon-^ 
sistent  with  the  case,  for  the  statements  and  questions 
which  appear  in  the  case  necessarily  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  it  was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  counsel 
on  behalf  of  all  parties  interested.     This  case,  then, 
did  not  represent  the  facts  truly  —  it  did  not  state, 
that  during  the  whole  period  the  tenant  for  life  had 
been  receiving  these  monies  with  the  consent  of  the 
remainder-man  and  executor;    but    it  did   state  that 
claims  had  been  set  up,  which  had  never  been  suggested 
to  one  at  least  of  the  parties :  it  set  forth  besides,  a 
number  of  valuations,  which,  in  one  view,  may  be  con- 
sidered as  valuations  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the 
practical  case  or  practical  point  on  which  the  questions 
arose,  but  in  another  might  have  a  very  different  aspect, 
as  being  calculated  to  shew  that  the  parties  whose  in- 
terests were  to  be  affected   by  that  opinion  perfectly 
understood  their  position,  and  knew  the  effect  on  their 
interests  of  that  opinion  if  they  should  think  fit  to  act 
upon  it.     The  opinion  was  given  on  the  20th  of  March^ 
and  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  De- 
fendant 


Pickering. 
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iendant  having  iii  his  possession  that  document,  which        1889. 
was  afterwards  considered  by  him  to  be  so  important,  as     ^Jckebing 
determining  the  rights  between  himself  and  his  mother,     ^     v. 
Itept  it  entirely  to  himself  from  the  20th  of  March  to  the 
3d  o1  August ;  so  that  during  the  whole  of  that  period 
^  had  the  opportunity  of  considering  what  was  the  most 
advantageous  mode  of  using  that  opinion  for  his  own  in- 
vest; but  instead  of  giving  Mrs.  Andree  the  opportunity 
^  considering  it  before  the  money  became  payable,  be 
^pt  her  in  perfect  ignorance  of  it,  till  about  the  time 
^hen  the  money  was  to  be  paid,  and  then  he  says,  — 
-Agree  to  this,  or  wait  until  such  time  as  the  point 
'^Ued  between  us  can  be  decided.''     Considering  that 
no  question  whatever  had  then  been  raised  between  the 
Potties,  either  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  or  on  her 
'''Sbts  as  tenant  for  life  under  it,  —  considering  that  the 
'Uits  had  been  prosecuted  in  their  joint  names  for  the 
'^^covery  of  a  sum  in  which  they  had  each  an  interest,  — 
^atat  the  end  of  the  suit  it  was  necessary  that  they  should 
^^OQe  to  an  account  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  that  sum 
^^^tween  them,  for  in  any  view  of  the  case  each  bad  some 
mterest,  —  considering  that  Mr.  Pickering  had  raised 
&    most  important  question   affecting  her  right  to  the 
^bole  income  which,  with  his  assbtance,  she  had  been 
m  the  habit  of  receiving  for  twenty-nine  years  —  nothing 
seems  to  me  more  extraordinary,  under  such  circum- 
s^oes,  than  the  conduct  pursued  by  the  Defendant  on 
^  occasion. 

Having  obtained  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Bell  he  em- 
ployed an  accountant,  not  confining  him  to  that  opi- 
Dum  but  proposing  an  important  addition  to  the  mere 
^tter  of  account;  what  appears  from  the  account 
^this:  he  says  the  widow  has  received  the  whole 
^t  of  the  leasehold  which,  according  to  the  opinion, 
M  more  by  28/.  Ss.  6(L  a  year  than  she  was  entitled 

Vol.  II.  E  to; 
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to;  this  in  the  total  amounted  to  6SSL  ISs.  Sd.  Qi 
the  other  hand  he  says  to  the  widow,  yon  are  en< 
tided  to  an  annuity  of  a  certain  amount,  I  am  the  ac- 
countant, I  will  compute  it  for  you,  and  I  find  there  u 
coming  to  you,  in  that  respect,  960/^  and  deducting  thi 
683^  13s.  Sd^  276L  6s.  9d.  appears  due  to  you;  bui 
then  he  says,  you  will  not  for  the  future  be  entitled  U 
the  whole  rent  of  103/.,  but  to  79/.  16s,  Sd.  only,  anc 
as  I  compute,  you  will  be  entitled  to  the  interest  of  th< 
surplus  residue,  amounting  to  108/.  Is.  per  annum,  an<i 
to  2761,  6s.  9d.  cash.  That  would  have  been  the  ac 
count  made  out  according  to  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Bdl 
Instead  of  sending  such  an  account  or  anything  like  it 
the  Defendant  makes  this  sort  of  arrangement :  —  hi 
proposes  that  she  shall  purchase  the  2SL  Ss.  61/.,  whicl 
was  the  overplus  of  the  rent  of  the  leasehold  beyonc 
what  she  was  entitled  to  receive,  and  that  she  shall  seL 
the  108/.  I5.,  to  which  she  was  entided  for  life,  and  hi 
reckons  this  at  two  and  a  half  years'  purchase,  and  bj 
that  calculation  212/.  Ss.  9d.  more  becomes  due  to  her, 
which,  added  to  the  sum  of  276/.  6s,  9d.  in  cash  she 
was  entitled  to  receive,  makes  up  the  488/.  IO5.  6d. 
He  was  therefore  proposing,  not  a  mere  settlement  oi 
the  account,  but  a  setdement  of  the  account  conjoined 
with  an  agreement  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  annual 
sums  in  a  complicated  mode ;  tlib  could  not  be  effected 
without  a  positive  and  clear  agreement  between  these 
parties  for  the  purpose.  This  was  the  situation  o: 
things  and  what  he  was  proposing  to  do,  when  he  writes 
this  letter :  —  [His  Lordship  read  the  letter  of  the  Sd  o 
August  1830  and  proceeded.]  Not  the  smallest  allusior 
to  there  being  any  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  correctness 
of  the  opinion  which  Mr.  Bell  had  formed  on  the  sub- 
ject, —  not  the  smallest  allusion  to  the  effect  that  might 
have  been  produced  by  his  acquiescence,  or  rather  bj 
his  active  participation  in  the  payments  which  had  sc 

man} 
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xDMny  years  been  made  to  this  lady,  but  assuming  as 
clear  that  the  opinion  was  correct,  —  assuming  and 
clearly  representing  that  the  account  was  framed  in 
conformity  with  the  opinion  which  had  been  given. 

^T8.Andree  received  this  account  on  the  Sd  of  August j 
the  Master^s  report  was  made  on  the  4th  of  August  and 
was  immediately  confirmed ;  the  case,  I  presume,  was, 
as  it  was  intended,  set  down  as  a  short  cause,  and  the 
decree  was  made  on  further  directions  on  the  14th  of 
August.  [His  Lordship  here  referred  to  the  question 
of  interest  on  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  recoverable 
ftom  WariFs  estate,  and  a  letter  of  the  10th  of  August^ 
and  to  the  expression  in  Mrs.  Andree^s  letter  of  31st  of 
^ugustf  <^  I  declined  as  you  desired  me,"  and  pro- 
ceeded.]  From  this  it  appears  to  me,  that  Mrs.  Andree 
considered  an  intimation  of  the  Defendant's  opinion  as 
a  desire,  and  acted  upon  it  accordingly.  The  money 
amounting  to  4047/.  55.  Sd.  was  received  by  the  Plain- 
tiff on  the  28th  of  August^  and  we  approach  the  time 
when  this  agreement  was  made. 

The  first  letter  after  this  is  from  Mrs.  Andree,  and  it 
is  dated  the  31st  of  August.  [His  Liordship  read  it  and 
proceeded.] 

It  is  to  be  recollected  that  this  was  an  old  lady 
of  eighty-six  who  was  writing  to  her  son,  the  executor 
^  the  will  of  her  deceased  husband,  and  the  person 
entitled  in  remainder  to  the  property  which  she  was 
to  enjoy  for  her  life,  and  who  was  also  the  person  on 
whom  it  is  perfectly  clear  she  relied,  as  being  likely 
religiously  to  advise  her  for  her  benefit  The  answer 
was  dated  the  4th  of  September.  [His  Lordship  read 
it] 
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This  letter  has  been  relied  on,  and  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  must  necessarily  be  relied  on  as  shew- 
ing, that  the  Defendant  intended  that  his  mother  should 
act  entirely  independent  of  him, — that  she  should  have  a 
legal  adviser  competent  to  protect  her,  and  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  it  amounted  to  this,  —  that  he 
was  acting  as  a  solicitor  quite  adversely,  and  that  she 
had  a  solicitor  of  her  own  quite  adverse  —  that  the  two 
parties  had  an  equal  degree  of  knowledge  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  were  acting  fairly  in  all  respects,  each  for  their 
respective  interests — and  that  under  such  circumstances, 
the  agreement,  whatever  it  was,  must  be  binding  be- 
tween them. 


I  must  say  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  real  state  of 
the  circumstances  in  this  case.  Mrs.  Andree  was  dis- 
posed to  rely  and  did  rely  on  the  Defendant,  and  it  is 
not  enough  in  such  a  case  for  him  to  say,  ^^  Don't  trust 
me,  go  to  Mr.  Grqjan  or  somebody  else,  who  will  advise 
you:"  he  could  not  in  that  way,  divest  himself  of  the 
duties  of  the  situation  in  which  he  stood  with  regard 
to  her,  at  the  time  of  this  transaction,  —  he  could  not 
divest  her  mind  of  the  feeling  of  conBdence  she  enter- 
tained, or  of  the  natural  influence  which  from  his 
situation  he  must  have  had  over  her.  It  appears  that 
she  complained  and  felt  hurt  and  surprised  at  his  not 
coming  to  her  *<  and  settle,  if  there  was  occasion  for  any 
settlement;"  she  did  not  imagine  and  could  not  expect 
that  he  would  wrong  her,  but  believed  he  would  act 
perfectly  right.  It  is  not  an  answer  to  this  to  say, 
*^  I  shall  take  to  myself  the  solicitor  in  whom  you  have 
confidence,  of  whom  you  have  a  high  opinion,  and  you 
may  go  to  Mr.  Grqjan^  or  some  other  solicitor  who  will 
advise  you."  Mr.  Grqjan^  whom  she  had  known  from 
his  infancy,  was  probably  the  person  to  whom  she  would 
resort;  and  it  is  also  very  possible,  that  she  did  not 
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know  another  person  in  the  world  to  whom  she  could 
go,  except  the  Defendant  her  son,  Mr.  Grqjan  and  Mr. 
Mnsoru  The  Defendant  thought  fit  to  refuse  to  com- 
manicate  with  her  except  in  this  way,— the  services 
of  Mr.  Johnson  he  assumed  to  himself,  and  Mr.  Grqjan 
was  then  the  only  person  left  to  her. 


1839. 


PiccxaiNO 
Pickering. 


After  this  Mrs.  Andree  seems  to  have  looked  into 
these  papers,  and  then  comes  the  letter  on  which  the 
Defendant  in  this  case  places  his  principal  reliance. 
[His  Lordship  read  the  letter  of  the  14th  of  Septem" 
i(r  1880,  and  proceeded.]  What  does  appear  from 
this  letter  is  this :  "  I  cannot  have  this  matter  settled 
without  Mr.  Grqjan  or  somebody  else :  when  Mr.  Grqjan 
comes  to  town  I  will  send  him  the  papers.  But  this 
is  the  most  astonishing  thing  that  ever  was :  from  the 
year  1801,  when  my  husband  died,  till  now,  the  year 
1830,  with  your  entire  concurrence  and  with  your  as- 
sistance, both  of  us  knowing  perfectly  well  the  will  of 
the  testator,  I  have  been  in  the  full  receipt  of  this  in- 
come, and  now  Mr.  Bell  tells  me,  in  his  opinion,  I 
have  received  more  than  I  ought,  and  I  am  now  called 
on  to  refund :  surely  this  must  be  wrong."  It  is  as- 
sumed that  because  she  says  this,  that  she  was  therefore 
in  a  condition  to  have  the  matter  newly  investigated  — 
newly  inquired  into,  and  to  have  the  account  taken  on 
a  different  principle.  It  must  be  observed,  that  this 
letter  does  not  in  any  way  suggest  that  any  thing 
more  than  the  account  had  been  proposed  to  her,  but 
she  is  astonished  that  she  should  be  held  not  entitled 
to  that,  which  for  twenty-nine  years  she  had  been  in 
the  constant  receipt  of.  What  answer  does  the  De- 
fendant make  to  that  letter  ?  <'  Mqglam,  I  am  glad  to 
find  from  your  letter  that  you  understand  the  papers, 
^"  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  stating,  the  letter  does 
^^  in  any  way  shew  that  she  understood  them.     How 
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does  it  appear  that  she  understood  what  was  proposefiB 
respecting  the  sale  and  the  purchase  of  the  income  S" 
She  understood,  it  is  true,  that  Mr.  Bell  had  stated  sh< 
was  not  entitled  to  that  which  she  had  received ;  but 
no  inference  whatever  arises  that  she  understood  the^ 
papers. 

The  effect  of  the  Defendant's  answer  is  this :  —  **  Be  - 
thankful  for  that  which  I  offer  you,  for  if  justice  were  - 
done,  not  only  would  you  have  nothing,  but  you  would 
be  my  debtor?"  and  this  communication,  be  it  recol- 
lected, comes  from  the  executor  —  from  her  son  — 
from  the  person  who  up  to  this  time  had  been  direct- 
ing the  operations  of  the  solicitor,  if  not  acting  as  the 
solicitor  himself —  from  the  person  in  whom  she  ex- 
presses the  confidence  which  she  had  done  in  her  pre- 
vious letter. 


I  am  not  surprised  that  after  this  letter  of  the  17th 
of  September^  the  matter  was  so  easily  settled  between 
Mr.  Grqjan  and  Mr.  Johnson  —  it  was  on  the  24th  that 
the  first  communication  took  place  between  them.  There 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  matters  which  were  prin- 
cipally to  be  discussed  between  these  parties  ever  were, 
in  any  way,  called  to  the  attention  either  of  this  lady  or 
of  Mr.  Grqjan^  who  was  acting  as  her  solicitor,  but  the 
matter,  as  far  as  I  can  judge  of  it  from  the  evidence, 
was  treated  as  a  question  of  account,  to  be  settled  in 
conformity  with  the  opinion  given  by  Mr.  Bell.  It  was 
most  important  that  the  opinion,  (seeing  that  it  had  been 
^iven  on  a  case  not  stating  the  words  of  the  will,  though 
it  was  most  important  that  the  words  themselves  of  the 
will  should  be  s^  forth  verbatim,)  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  consideration  of  some  other  competent 
person,  who  might  have  the  opportunity  of  consider- 
ing the  whole  will ;  but  it  was  assumed  in  this  pro- 
ceeding, 
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ceeding,  that  the  opinion  had  been  correctly  formed, 
that  no  weight  was  to  be  attached  to  the  acquiescence 
of  the  executor  for  twenty-nine  years,  that  the  valuations 
stated  in  the  account  were  all  of  them  correct  There 
is  not  the  least  evidence  to  shew,  that  in  the  intervening 
time  Mr.  Grqjan  had  laid  a  case  before  counsel  for  his 
advice  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Andree^  and  though  I  am  told 
at  the  bar  that  I  must  assume  he  did,  there  is  not  the 
siigrhtest  circumstance  which  can  give  a  colour  to  any 
such  conclusion. 


1839. 


Picks  RiNft 

V. 
PiCKEEING. 


In  the  course  of  the  discussion  which  took  place  be- 
tween Mr.  Grqjan  and  Mr.  Johnson,  Mr.  Grojan  ex- 
pressed himself  satisfied,  —  he  said  the  account  was  not 
only  an  account  in  conformity  with  the  opinion,  but  was 
iiberally  framed  in  conformity  with  the  opinion;  on  a 
subsequent  occasion  Mr.  Grojan  calls,  and  says  he  has 
communicated  with  Mrs.  Andree,  who  is  equally  satis- 
fied ;  he  then  obtains  the  signature  of  Mrs.  Andree  to  a 
iQemorandum  of  the  agreement,  which  is  in  these  words : 
^  We  do  hereby  declare  that  this  account  is  approved 
^  by  us,  and  that  the  same,  as  to  the  matters  therein 
'referred  to,  contains  our  agreement  in  respect  thereof, 
w>d  which  we  do  hereby  confirm."     These  words,  be- 
yond all  doubt,  are  large  enough  to  cover  all  that  is  de- 

ii^nd^,  and  if  this  agreement  had  been  fairly  entered 

• 

^to,  —  if  the  matters    in   question    had    been   really 
l^ronght  to  the  notice  of  Mr.  Grqjan,  and  had  been  pre- 
sented to  him  in  a  form,  in  which  ordinary  attention  to 
business  would  enable  him  to  discover  what  were  the 
points  arising  between  the  parties,  I  should  then  have 
s&^,  it  would  be  extremely  diiHcult  indeed  to  set  aside 
this  account ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  transaction 
^^  so  managed,  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  any 
?^rsoQ  transacting  business  in  the  ordinary  manner  to 
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come  to  the  real  truth  and  to  observe  the  eflTect  of  the 
account  here  rendered.  I  do  not  find  that  the  least  in* 
timation  was  given  of  the  most  material  part  of  the 
account,  namely,  the  purchase  and  the  sale  of  the  in« 
come,  and  certainly  I  do  not  find  that  the  most  material 
circumstance  afiecting  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Andree  was 
brought  forward. 

When  parties,  whose  rights  are  questionable,  have 
equal  knowledge  of  facts  and  equal  means  of  ascertain- 
ing what  their  rights  really  are,  and  they  fairly  en< 
deavour  to  settle  their  respective  claims  among  them* 
selves,  every  court  must  feel  disposed  to  support  the 
conclusions  or  agreements  to  which  they  may  fairij 
come  at  the  time;  and  that  notwithstanding  the  sub- 
sequent discovery  of  some  common  error ;  and  if  in  this 
case  the  parties  had  been  on  equal  terms,  the  agreement 
might  have  been  supported.  But  the  parties  were  nol 
on  equal  terms;  and  moreover,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
under  the  circumstances,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  De- 
fendant to  see  that  the  nature  of  the  transaction  wa^ 
fully  explained  to  his  mother,  and  to  see  that  she  wa^ 
placed  in  a  situation  to  have  the  question  properly  con- 
sidered on  her  behalf;  and  whatever  may  have  been  lii^ 
intention  in  this  respect  (for  I  do  not  think  it  uecessarj 
to  impute  to  him  an  intentional  fraud  throughout  the 
transaction),  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  did  not  perfbm: 
this  duty  —  and  on  the  whole  it  appears  to  me  that  b€ 
is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  settled  account,  and 
that  the  agreement  must  be  set  aside. 


The  next  question  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  as  t< 
the  construction  of  the  will,  and  what  were  the  rights  o 
Mrs.  Andree  under  it.  Questions  of  this  nature  cannot 
be  perfectly  clear,  but  the  Court  endeavours  on  all  oc- 
casions of  this  kind  to  ascertain  from  the  whole  will  th€ 
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intention  of  the  testator,  and  when  that  is  ascertained,  it 
becomes  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  carry  it  into  etkcL 
No  doubt  the  general  rule  is  this:  — that  if  the  residue 
of  an  estate  be  given  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
another,  then,  it  being  clearly  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator that  the  person  in  remainder  shall  have  something, 
the  Court,  in  order  to  arrange  the  rights  of  the  two  par- 
ties, adopts  the  rule  so  often  referred  to  and  not  dis- 
puted; but  if  the  Court  finds  in  the  will  sufficient  to 
shew  an  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the  legatee  for 
life  should  enjoy  the  property  in  the  state  in  which  it 
stood  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  then  that  in- 
tention must  be  carried  into  effect* 


1839. 


Pickering 

PiCKEftINO* 


There  is  an  obscurity  which  frequently  arises  in 
these  cases,  frovf  the  use  that  is  made  of  the  term 
**  specific  legacy : "  when  the  word  "  specific "  is  used 
on  such  an  occasion  as  this,  I  do  not  think  it  is  used 
in  the  ordinary  sense  in  which  *^  specific  "  is  applied  to 
a  legacy,  —  it  is  used  to  this  extent  only,  that  the  pro- 
P^ty  is  to  be  specifically  enjoyed.  That  is  the  mean- 
"Jg  of  the  term,  and  is  the  view  taken  by  Sir  John 
^oeh,  and  which  has  been  since  acted  on  by  the  Liord 
^ncellor.  The  question  on  this  will,  therefore,  is, 
^nether  the  testator  giving  the  property  absolutely  to 
'^is  widow  for  life,  did  intend  her  to  enjoy  it  in  the  way 
^^  bad  it  himself.     [His  Lordship  stated  the  will.] 

It  is  to  be  observed  on  this  will,  that  there  is  a 
direct  gift  to  her,  for  life,  of  all  the  particulars  therein 
^DQmerated;  it  is  made  subject  to  payments  some  of 
^°ich  are  annual  payments,  to  annuities,  and  to 
insurances  the  particulars  of  which  are  not  stated, 
except  the  one  mentioned  in  the  codicil ;  whatever  they 
^ere,  the  annuities  and  insurances  were  to  be  paid  by 
her,  he  giving  to  her,  for  her  life,  the  rents,  dividends, 
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annual  produce  and  profits,  and  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  all  his  estate,  whether  real  or  personal,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  subject  to  the  payments 
after  mentioned.  I  have  looked  at  this  many  times,  and 
I  think,  on  tlie  whole,  tliat  it  is  a  case  in  which  the  tes- 
tator has  given  to  her  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
interest  and  rents  and  produce  of  his  estate,  as  it  stood 
at  the  time  of  his  death ;  I  have,  therefore,  come  to  a 
conclusion  on  this  will  contrary  to  that  which  was  formed 
by  Mr.  Bdl  on  the  statement  made  by  the  Defendant. 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  proper  construction  of  the 
will,  and  the  account  between  these  parties  must,  there- 
fore, be  taken  on  that  footing. 

Decree  accordingly  for  the  Plaintiff  with  costs. 


AflBrmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Jii(y  10th,  1839. 


S€< 


BEAVAN  r.  WATERHOL  SE. 


A  ckrk  in        MHHIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintifi^  to  take 

acted  both  for  ^  ^^  ^'^  ^^  ^^^  ground  of  irregularity,  certain 

the  Plaintiff     exceptions  for  impertinence,  which  had  been  filed  by  the 

ami  Pefepo- 

■nts^appficdto  Defendants  to  the  amended  bill. 

the  Pfaiintiff*i  The 

folicicor  for 

the  nanes  of  comzusMxiert  to  tike  the  Defendants'  ansver:  Held,  that  this  most 
be  coaadercd  as  a  step  taken  bv  him  on  behalf  olT  the  IXstendant^k  althou^  h  was 
sworn  that  no  instructiotts  had  been  ^ren  br  the  IXetenddnti  to  the  clerk  in  court 
fior  preparing  acomm£hiioo,and  that  such  appGcaticn^  if  uiji  had  been  made  bj  bim 
IB  Che  character  ot*  clerk  in  court  of  the  PUintx£w 

A  Defeok^oty  after  having  appeared  to  an  amended  bilL  obtained  an  order  for  the 
defi^eri  out  of  court  of  his  papers  to  enable  him  toprepare  his  answer,  and  after 
the  tune  for  answering  had  espired,  appiied  to  the  FlazntitT  for  names  of  commis- 
aooers  cojoin  in  taking  hb  answer;  UelJ,  that  he  could  not  atterwards  rdier  the 
bill  for  impcrtxzience. 
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The  Defendants  answered  the  original  bill,  and  after-        I8S9. 
wards  deposited  in  court  the  documents  admitted  to  be      ^^^^"^ 
in  their  possession.     On  the  16th  of  April  1839,  the  v. 

Plaintiff,   filed   his   amended   bill,   to   which   the  De-      atbbhou«. 
fendaDts  appeared  on  the  following  day ;  the  time  for 
demarring  expired  on  the  28th  oi  Aprils  and  on  the  30th 
of3%  the  Defendants  obtained  an  order  for  the  de- 
livery out  of  court  of  the  documents  for  the  purpose  of 
preparing  their  answer.     The  time  for  answering  the 
amended  bill  expired  on  the  5th  of  June^  and  on  the 
following  day  (the  6th  of  June\  the  Defendants'  clerk 
in  court,  who  also  acted  as  the  clerk  in  court  for  the 
Plaintiff,  sent  a  note  to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  request- 
ing the  names  of  commissioners  to  be  appointed  on 
behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  see  the  answer  of  the  Defend- 
ants to  the  amended  bill  taken.   The  Plaintiff^s  solicitors 
replied  on  the  12th  oijtme^  that  the  Plaintiff  would  not 
join  in  the  commission,  and  on  the  same  day  wrote  to 
the  Defendants'  solicitor,  stating  they  were  anxious  for 
the  answer  and  requesting  to  be  informed  when  it  would 
be  filed.    No  answer  was  returned ;  but  on  the  17th  of 
^  the  Defendants  filed  exceptions  to  the  Plaintiff's 
amended  bill  for  impertinence. 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 
these  exceptions  should  be  taken  off  the  file  for  irre- 
gularity. 

An  affidavit  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants, 
stating^"  that  no  instructions  had  ever  been  given  to  the 
^l^fk  in  Court  for  the  said  Defendants  to  prepare  a 
^intnission  to  take  their  answer  to  the  amended  bill," 
^d  that  "  if  any  such  note  asking  for  commissioners' 
^Dies  had  been  given  by  the  said  clerk  in  court,  as  was 
^ted,  that  such  note  had  been  given  by  the  clerk  in  court 

in 
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1889.        in  his  character  of  Plaintiif's  clerk  in  court,  and  not  of 

^"tr*^^^"^     Defendants'  clerk  in  court" 
Beavan 

V, 

Watbrhousb.       ]yjj.^  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Beavan^  in  support  of  the 

motion. 

Where  a  party  takes  any  step  in  the  cause,  he  cannot 
afterwards  refer  his  opponent's  previous  pleadings  for 
impertinence,  though  he  may  for  scandal :  thus,  where 
die  defendant  has  obtained  an  order  for  time  to  answer, 
Ferrar  v.  Ferrar  (a\  or  has  submitted  to  answer,  Anon^ 
ymous{b)j  he  cannot  refer  the  bill  for  impertinence;  a 
party  cannot  refer  an  affidavit  for  impertinence  after  he 
has  filed  a  counter-affidavit  in  opposition ;  Re  Burton{c); 
Keeling  v.  Hoskins.  (d)  The  order  therefore  procured 
by  the  Defendants  for  the  delivery  out  of  court  of  the 
papers  prevents  the  reference  for  impertinence ;  secondly, 
the  note  calling  for  commissioners'  names  was  a  sub- 
mission to  answer,  and  had  a  similar  effect;  and  thirdly, 
since,  by  the  new  general  rules,  orders  for  time  to  answer 
are  rendered  unnecessary,  and  the  Defendant  must  de- 
mur, if  at  all,  within  twelve  days,  he,  by  allowing  that 
period  to  expire,  submits  to  answer,  and  has  therefore 
no  longer  the  right  to  refer  the  bill  for  impertinence. 
The  Defendants  ought  to  have  taken  the  step  earlier ; 
it  would  be  a  great  hardship  on  a  Plaintiff  to  be  pre- 
vented enforcing  an  answer  after  expiration  of  the  time 
for  answering,  by  means  of  a  reference  of  this  description 
obtained,  as  of  course,  by  a  Defendant  who  at  the  time 
is  actually  in  default  ^ 

• 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rogers^  contra. 

Under 

(a)  1  Dickens,  17J.  Beckford  v.  Siewes,  8  Sim,  206,; 

(b)  2  Ves.  sen.  630.  and  Jtrffray  v.  M^Cabe,  I  Ruts,  ^ 
(e)  1  Rtus.  380.  M,  75if, 

(d)  9  Ruts,  519.;    and    see 


Watbbhodsb. 
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Under  the  old  practice,  a  party  might  demur  at  any        1839. 
time  prior  to  obtaining  an  order  for  time,  and  until       gl^vAM 

such  an  order  was  actually  obtained  he  might  refer  for  «. 

impertinence;  the  new  orders  do  not  limit  the  time, 
within  which  such  exceptions  are  to  be  taken,  and  the 
old  practice  now  prevails ;  the  time  for  referring  does 
not  therefore  expire  with  the  time  for  demurring,  but 
on  an  order  for  further  time  to  answer  being  obtained 
by  the  Defendants. 

The  application  for  the  names  of  commissioners  was 
a  step  taken  by  the  clerk  in  court  as  representing  the 
Plaintiff,  and  cannot  therefore  be  objected  to  as  a  step 
taken  by  the  Defendants  so  as  to  prevent  their  after- 
wards filing  exceptions  for  impertinence. 

The  order  for  the  delivery  out  of  papers,  was  obtained 
before  the  pleadings  had  been  laid  before  counsel  and 
the  alleged  impertinence  discovered,  and  it  ought  not  to 
prevent  the  Defendants  filing  exceptions,  as  there  has 
been  no  delay.  They  cited  Nedby  v.  Nedby  (a),  where, 
after  the  time  for  demurring  had  expired,  the  defendant 
filed  exceptions  to  the  bill  for  impertinence,  which  were 
allowed,  and  seven  days  afterwards  he  demurred,  the 
^ice-Chancellor  held,  that  this  was  regular.  They 
^  cited  Anonymous,  {b) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  these  exceptions  ought  or 
<>Qght  not  to  be  taken  off  the  file.  The  amended  bill 
^^  filed  on  the  16th  of  Aprils  and  an  appearance  was 
entered  to  it  on  the  next  following  day.  Seven  weeks 
^^  allowed  by  the  general  orders  of  the  Court  for 
putting  in  an  answer  to  an  amended  bill,  and  the  time 

expired 

(a)  8  Sim.  334.  C^)  Mot.  71. 
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18S9.        expired  on  the  5th  oiJune.     The  Defendants  thought 

"^^"^^"^^     fit  to  employ,  as  clerk  in  court,  the  same  person  who 

V.  was  the  clerk  in  court  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  on  the  6th 

Wat£ahous£.  ^f  j^^^  jIj jg  jjigyj^  jjj  court  writes  a  note  to  the  solicitors 

of  the  Plaintiff,  to  ask  whether  he  would  join  in  a  com- 
mission to  take  the  answer  of  the  Defendants.  It  is 
said,  it  was  the  clerk  in  court  of  the  Plaintiff  who 
made  this  request,  and  that  b  to  some  extent  true,  but 
how  came  it  into  his  mind  to  make  this  communication 
to  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff?  It  must  have  been 
suggested  to  him  in  the  course  of  his  duty  as  clerk  in 
court  of  the  Defendants.  If  parties  think  fit  to  employ 
persons  in  this  way  who  have  conflicting  duties,  they  must 
take  the  consequences  of  it,  and  I  must  hold  that  the 
suggestion  which  was  made  by  the  clerk  in  court  in  one 
character,  to  himself  in  another,  must  have  all  the  effisct 
that  is  imputed  to  it  by  the  Plaintiff  and  must  be  con- 
sidered as  made  by  the  clerk  in  court  of  the  Defend- 
ants, and  as  a  step  taken  on  their  behalf,  with  a  view 
to  get  their  answer  sworn.  The  time  for  answering 
having  expired,  there  being  this  intimation  actually 
given,  that  the  answer  was  about  to  be  put  in,  and  an 
order  having  also  been  obtained  that  papers  might  be 
taken  out  of  court  to  enable  these  Defendants  to  pre- 
pare their  answer  (which  I  do  not  consider  immaterial), 
I  think  it  is  made  out  very  clearly,  that  there  have  been 
such  proceedings  as  rendered  it  improper  for  them 
afterwards  to  file  exceptions  to  the  bill  for  impertinence; 
I  therefore  tliink  that  this  motion  ought  to  be  granted, 
with  costs. 
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RIPPON  V.  NORTON.        .  j^„^26. 


was 
on 


T|IL  RIPPON  being  possessed  of  the  copyright  of  Property 

printed  and   manuscript  books    and   of   certain  j?'^  ^y  his 
copies  thereof  on  hand,  by  deed  dated  in  January  18S2,  father,  until  he 
in  consideration  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which  ^he  benefit  of 

he  had  for  his  son  John  Mippon.  assiimed  the  same  to  t?®.  iMoJvent 

^^  °  Debtors' Act, 

trastees,   upon   trust,   during  the  natural  life  of  Dr.  and  then  the 

Bwporu  to  permit  and  suffer  him  and  his  assigns  to  ?"*5®®!  .^®r®» 
^^   ^         r  ^     ^  &  dunng  his  hfc, 

manage  and  conduct  the  printing,  publishing  and  dis-  to  apply  it  in 
posing  of  the  said  printed  and  manuscript  books  and  *^^  ^  such*^ 
publications  and  works  and  the  copies  thereof,  as  fully  per8on8,/or 
and  effectually  as  if  the  assignment  had  not  been  made;  '^'tl 
and  also  to  have,  hold,  receive,  take,  possess  and  enjoy  'I'^^^^^j^ 
all  the  profit,  benefit  and  advantage  arisen  and  pro-  famUyy  as  the 
duced  and  to  arise  and  be  produced  therefrom,  and  JJI^^^d^hink 
the  copies  thereof  and  any  new  editions  of  the  same,  proper;  and 
for  his  own  absolute  use  and  benefit ;  and  after  his  de-  cg^so  ypon 
cease,  upon  trust  that  the  trustees,  during  the  natural  trust  for  such 
life  of  John  Bippon  the  younger,  should  permit  and  j.iz.  should 
soffer  him  to  manage  and  conduct  the  printing,  publish-  ?PPoint,  and 
uig  and  disposing  of  the  said  printed  and  manuscript  appointment, 
hooks,  publications  and  works  and  the  copies  thereof,  jj'ig^^ildrJsn 
and  should  permit  and  sufier  John  Bippon  the  younger  J.  A.  took  the 
to  have,  hold,  receive,  take  and  enjoy  all  the  profit,  insolvent 
°enefit  and  advantage  arisen  and  produced  and  to  arise  R^^u^'?*  ^^  • 
herefrom,  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  during  children,  but 

his  natural  life,  in  the  mean  time  and  until  he  should  be  j'*  T'^'^^^j 
,  '  dead.    Held, 

<leclared  a  bankrupt,  or  seek  relief  under  or  take  the  that  his  chil- 
l^efit  of  any  act  made  and  then  in  force  or  thereafter  to  Jg°g  ^|  ?,^ 
he  made  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  enter  into  fants,  became 
and  execute  any  deed  of  composition  with  his  creditors,  three  fourths 
^f  hargain,  sell,  mortgage  or  otherwise  dispose  of,  by  ^?^  ^^®  ■•- 
^>y  of  anticipation,  the  profits  or  produce  of  all  or  any  fourth  of  the 
^f  the  said  printed  and  manuscripts  books,  publications  ^^^interest  of 

and 
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1839.  and  worksi  or  the  copies  thereof  respectively,  to  any 

^i^^"^  person  or  persons  whomsoever ;  and  from  and  after  the 

V.  said  John  Rippon  the  younger  should  become  bankrupt 


Norton. 


or  insolvent,  or  execute  any  deed  of  composition,  or 
should  bargain,  sell,  mortgage  or  otherwise  dispose  of, 
by  way  of  anticipation,  the  profits  or  produce  of  all  or 
any  of  the  said  printed  and  manuscript  books,  publica- 
tions, or  the  copies  thereof  respectively,  then  and  in  such 
case  the  said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them  or  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor  should 
thenceforth,  during  the  then  remainder  of  his  natural 
life,  pay  and  apply  such  part  of  the  profits  and  produce 
of  the  said  printed  and  manuscript  books,  publications  and 
works,  copies  and  premises  as  would  have  been  payable 
or  have  belonged  to  him  during  his  life,  in  such  manner 
and  to  such  persons,  for  the  boards  lodging  and  sub^ 
sistence  of  himself  and  his  family^  as  the  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  should  think  proper;  and  from 
and  after  his  decease,  then  upon  trust  for  such  persons 
as  «7.  Rippon  the  younger  should  appoint,  and  in  default 
and  until  such  appointment  in  trust  for  his  children. 

In  the  month  of  January  1834,  John  Rippon  the 
younger  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
and  executed  the  usual  assignment  of  his  estate  and 
effects  to  his  assignees. 

Dr.  Rippon,  the  settlor,  died  in  18S6,  and  at  his 
death  he  had  in  his  possession  a  number  of  copies  of 
the  works,  some  of  which  had  been  printed  before  the 
execution  of  the  deed  and  some  afterwards. 

The  trustees  named  in  the  deed  refused  to  act,  and 
the  deed  contained  no  power  of  appointing  new  trustees. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  three  children  of  John  Rippon 
the  younger,  who  were  all  infants,  praying  the  establish- 
ment 
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ment  of  the  deed,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  parties  under 
it  might  be  ascertained,  and  that  new  trustees  of  it  might 
be  appointed. 

T*he  wife  of  Jdm  Rippon  the  younger,  and  the  mother 
of  his  children,  was  living  at  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
bat  died  before  the  hearing. 

Tie  questions  in  the  cause  were,  first,  as  to  the  in- 
terests taken  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  assignees  of 
Jokn  Rippon  the  younger  in  the  settled  property ;  ^nd 
secondly,  whether  the  copies  of  the  works  which  had 
been  printed  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  in  thd  lifetime 
(tHr.  BippoTij  were  subject  to  the  trusts. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Craigj  for  the  Plaintifis,  the 
three  infant  children  of  Jokn  JUppon  the  younger, 
contended  that  they  and  the  assignees  of  their  father 
were  entitled  to  the  property  in  equal  fourth  shares,  as 
tenants  in  common;  and  that,  consequently,  the  assignees 
of  Join  JUppon  the  younger  were  entitled  to  one  fourth 
of  the  profits,  and  the  three  children  to  the  remainder. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Russell,  for  John  Rip^ 
fon  the  younger. 

Mr.  Lqfhis  Wigramj  for  the  assignees  of  John  Rippon 
^c  younger  contended  that  it  was  clear  that  the  deed 
^asamere  shift  and  contrivance,  to  gwt  John  Rippon 
"^  younger  such  a  life  estate  as  would  not  pass  to  his 
^^gnees  in  case  of  his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency ;  that  it 
w>s  therefore  void,  as  being  against  the  policy  of  the 
^^1  and  .a  fraud  on  the  insolvent  and  bankrupt  acts; 
uiat  the  discretion  intended  to  be  vested  in  the  trustees 
bad  ceased  on  the  insolvency  of  John  Rippon  the  younger; 
Pierof  V.  Roberts  (a),   Snowdon  v.  Dales  (i) ;   that  the 

whole 

(a)  1  Myl.  4-  X,  4.  {b)  6  Sim.  524. 

Vol.  II.  F 
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whole  life  interest  passed  to  the  assignees,  who  being 
empowered  lo  execute  the  power  of  appointment  vested 
in  the  insolvent  (a),  were  consequently  entitled  to  the 
whole  beneficial  interest  in  the  property. 

Mr.  &  Skarpej  for  the  executor  of  Dr.  Bipporiy  con- 
tended thai  the  deed  affected  that  part  of  the  stock  only 
which  was  in  existence  at  the  time  of  its  execution ;  and 
that  the  books  printed  after  the  date  of  the  deed  and  in 
the  lifetime  of  Dr.  Rippon^  were  part  of  his  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Tinney^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  effect  of 
the  deed  was  to  declare  a  trust  of  a  species  of  business, 
in  which  part  of  the  property  might  be  absolutely  dis- 
posed of  and  new  stock  created  in  substitution ;  and  that 
the  books  published  after  the  date  of  the  deed  in  the 
lifetime  of  Dr.  Bippon^  were  therefore  subject  to  the 
trusts  of  the  deed. 

His  Lordship  also  held  that  the  Plaintiffs,  the  three 
children,  were  entitled  to  three  fourths,  and  the  assignees 
to  one  fourth,  of  the  profits  which  might  accrue  during 
John  Rippon*8  life. 


ABSTRACT   OF   THE   DECREE. 

Establish  the  indenture,  and ''  declare  that  the  books  printed  by 
Dr.  John  Rippon  between  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  and  the 
day  of  his  death  formed  part  of  the  trust  property." 

Refer  it  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  of  what  the  trust  property 
consists,  to  take  the  accounts,  to  appoint  new  trustees  of  the 
indenture,  and  approve  of  a  scheme  for  carrying  the  same  into 
effect;  and  declare  that  one  fourth  of  the  profits  to  be  derived  from 
the  trust  property  during  the  life  of  the  Defendant  John  Rippon 
the  younger,  belongs  to  the  Defendants  S.  Warne  and  J,  CouUhred^ 
the  assignees  of  the  Defendant  Jolm  Rippon^  and  the  remaining 
three  fourths  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

(fl)  See  7  G.A.  c.  57.  *.22. 
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COTTON  V.  COTTON,  July  9. 

jrOSEPH  COTTON,  by  his  will  dated  in  1827,  be-  Bequest  to  A. 

^^  queathed  his  personal  estate  unto  his  wife,  his  two  renr^ma- 

brothers  and  a  Mr.  Davis,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same.  ^}^^'  -^^  was 

,  ,  ,  dead  at  the 

and  pay  the  dividends  of  one  moiety  to  his  wife  for  life  date  of  the 

or  during  widowhood,  and  subject  thereto,  to  stand  J^^^"^*^"* 

o  '  •'  ...  having  be- 

possessed  of  such  moiety,  and  also  the  remaining  moiety,  queathed  his 

upon  trust  for  bis  children.  S^S^X*" 

trasts:  Held, 
that  jI  a  oext 

The  testator  died  in  1828,  leaving  his  widow  and  nine  ofkin/accord- 

children  surviving  him ;  and  his  will  was  proved  by  his  '"6  *®  '*^® 

widow  and  his  two  brothers.  Distributions, 


Subsequently,  in  1834,  John  Uoyd  made  his  will,  by 
which,  amongst  other  things,  he  gave  as  follows :  *'  I 
direct  that  all  the  rest  of  my  property,  by  which  I  mean 
money  in  the  funds  or  elsewhere,  after  payment  of  my 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  and  such  legacy  duty  as  I 
may  hereafter  direct  to  be  paid  out  of  my  estate,  and 
after  payment  of  the  same,  I  intend  to  bequeath  to  my 
executors,  be  divided  between  the  gentlemen  hereafter 
named  who  were  supra  cargoes  in  the  C/iina  service  of 
the  Easi  India  Company,  or  the  legal  representatives  of 
the  said  gentlemen,  in  the  proportion  that  the  sums  set 
against  their  names  bear  to  each  other.''  The  testator 
then  enumerated  twelve  persons,  opposite  to  whose  . 
names  he  placed  difierent  figures,  and  amongst  the 
names  was  placed  that  of  the  first  testator,  Joseph  Cotton, 
in  the  following  manner :  -^ 

^ Joseph  CoUoHj^sq.        -        -3402." 

F  2  The 


were  entitled 
to  the  fund. 
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1 SS9.  The  aggregate  of  the  numbers  so  placed  opposite  to 

the  names  amounted  to  18,350/.  The  testator  after- 
wards proceeded  as  follows :  *'  Should  any  of  the 
gentlemen  before-mentioned  or  their  representatives  de- 
cline to  accept  the  bequest  I  have  made  to  them,  every 
bequest,  acceptance  of  which  may  be  declined,  is  to  aug- 
ment the  proportions  of  the  other  parties,  till  they  are^ 
if  possible,  completely  satisfied/' 

The  testator  John  Uoyd  died  in  December  18S7,  and 
the  sum  ascertained  to  belong  to  Joseph  Cotton^  or  his 
legal  representatives^  amounted  to  2243/. 

The  widow  of  Joseph  Cotton  presented  a  petition, 
praying  a  declaration  that  the  sum  was  subject  to 
the  before-mentioned  trusts  of  her  husband's  will,  or 
that  the  rights  of  the  parties  therein  might  be  as- 
certained. 

The  several  points  argued  were  as  follows:  first, 
whether  the  fund  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  Joseph 
Coitoris  will ;  secondly,  whether  his  executors  took  be- 
neficially as  his  ^Megal  representatives;"  and  thirdly,  if 
the  fund  was  divisible  amongst  the  nearest  of  kin  of 
Joseph  Cotton  (thus  excluding  the  widow)  or  amongst 
his  next  of  kin  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distribu- 
tions. 

Mr.  PembetiOHj  for  the  widow. 

Mr.  KindersHey^  for  the  children. 

Mr.  Bichner^  for  the  husband  of  one  of  the  children. 

Mr.  Zf.  Wigranif  for  the  two  other  executors  of  Joseph 
Cotton, 

The 
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The  following  cases  were  cited : — Bridge  v.  AMfOl  (a), 
£vans  ▼•  Charles  (i),  Long  v.  Blackall  (c),  Garrick  v. 
Xjord  Camden  (d),  JfVfV^  v.  Strange  (^),  Baines  v.  0/%  (g), 
iPa&'ii  V.  ^f/b  (A),  Bulmer  ▼.  Jixy  (t ),  Robinson  v.  5mtVA  (£), 
SyM  ▼•  Monro  (I),  Walter  v.  Makin  {m\  Gittings  v. 
M^Dermott{n)j  Elmesley  v.  y(oungf(o),  fFa//i5  v.  Tay- 
^  {ph  Stocks  ▼•  Doddey  (q)j  Hames  v.  Homes,  (r) 

77i^  Master  ^/A^  Rolls.  This  is  a  gift  under  the 
testator's  will  to  a  legatee  or  his  legal  representatives* 
The  testator  directs  the  residue  to  be  divided  between 
the  gentlemen  thereinafter  mentioned,  or  the  legal  re- 
presentatives of  those  gentlemen,  in  the  same  proportions 
as  the  sums  set  against  their  names  bear  to  each  other. 
One  sum  is  set  against  the  name  of  Joseph  Cotton^  and 
this,  therefore,  is  a  gift  to  him  dr  his  legal  representa- 
tives. 


1839. 


It  is  undoubtedly  a  matter  of  extreme  difficulty  to  de- 
termine what  a  testator  really  means  in  cases  like  the 
present;  but  a  construction  has  been  put  upon  these 
words  to  which  I  am  bound  to  adhere.  In  Bridge  v.  Ab^ 
botf  Long  v.  Blackallj  and  Walter  v.  Makin^  it  has  been 
considered  that  legal  representatives  mean  those  persons 
who  are  by  law  entitled  to  claim  beneficially  the  undis- 
posed of  residue,  and  who  are,  in  this  sense,  the  persons 
legally  represepting  the  individual  to  whom  the  gift  was 
first  made.  The  question  is,  who  are  these  persons ;  it 
has  been  contended  that  they  are  either  the  executors 

or 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  3S4. 

{b)  1  AfuirutAer,  128. 

(c)  5  Ves.4S6. 

id)  H  Ves.512. 

(e)  6  Mad.  159.  * 

(g)  1  AfyL  4r  K.  465. 

ih)  Ibid.  470. 

(i)  4  ^monSy  48.     t.  c.  S  MyL 

4- jr.  197. 

JF3 


ijk)  6  Smom,  47. 
(/)  Jhid.  49. 
(m)  Ibid.  148. 
(«)  2  Mifl.  ^  K.  69. 
(o)  Ibid.  82. 
\p)  8  5im.  241. 
(q)  1  Keen^  325. 
(r)  2  Keen,  646. 
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or  the  next  or  nearest  of  kin ;  on  the  other  hand  it  » 
argued  that  they  are  those  persons  who  would  be  entitled 
beneficially  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions ;  and  I  am 
of  that  opinion.  When  it  b  said  that  the  expression 
^Megal  representatives"  means  next  of  kin,  it  is  not  that 
such  is  the  force  of  the  words  themselves,  but  because 
the  words  are  held  to  indicate  the  persons  who,  upon 
the  construction  of  the  will,  are  beneficially  entitled  in 
the  place  of  the  person  to  whom  the  gift  was  first  made, 
and  who)  in  that  sense,  legally  represent  such  person.  I 
must  therefore  *  refer  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions, 
which  points  out  those  who  are  entitled  to  claim  as  the 
legal  representatives  in  that  particular  sense  of  the 
words,  and  the  authorities  have  determined  that  this 
fund  belongs  to  those  persons  who  are  the  next  of  kin, 
as  designated  by  that  Statute. 


June  27. 


GREEN  V.  PULSFORD. 


An  estate  wns 
settled  to  the 
husband  and 
wife  succes- 
sively for  life, 
with  re- 
mainder to 
their  children 


"D  Y  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in  June 

"^   1807,  the  freehold  property  which  was  the  subject 

of  the  questions  raised  in  this  cause  was  conveyed  to 

trustees,  to  the  use  of  Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  for  life, 

with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Mary  Burridge  his  wife  for 

as  they  should  life ; 

appoint,  and 

in  default  of  appointment  between  such  children.  The  husband  and  wife  encum* 
bered  their  life  interests,  and  in  Auguti  the  husband  and  wife,  baring  seven  children, 
appointed  the  whole  estate  to  the  eldest  daughter ;  in  October  of  the  same  year  the 
husband,  wife  and  daughter  mortgaged  the  property  for  8000/.  The  mortgagee, 
under  the  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage  deed,  sold  the  property  to  the  Plaintiff; 
and  afler  the  title  had  been  approved  of,  one  of  the  younger  cnildren  gave  notice  to 
the  Plaintiff  not  to  complete  and  that  the  appointment  was  a  fraud  on  the  marria&e 
settlement,  and  also  cautioning  the  purchaser  not  to  pay  the  purchase  money  |  be 
did  not,  however,  follow  up  the  notice  by  any  proceeding :  Held,  that  notwith* 
standing  this  a  good  title  was  shewn,  and  that  the  purchaser  must  complete. 
On  disimission  of  bill  an  injunction  falls  of  course. 
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life;  with  remainder  "to  the  use  of  all  and  every,  or        1889. 
such  one  or  more  exclusive  of  the  other  or  others,  of    ^^^^^~^ 

'  UREEN 

the  children  or  child  of  the  said  Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  _  o. 
by  the  said  Mary  his  wife/'  for  such  estates  and  in- 
terests as  Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  and  Maty  his  wife 
should  during  their  joint  lives  by  any  deed  appoint, 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  such 
children,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 

Rands  G.  C  Burridge  had  seven  children  by  Maty 
his  wife,  namely,  Elizabeth  Mary^  John  and  Julia^  who 
had  attained  twenty-one,  and  Edward,  George,  Bobert 
Arundel  and  Fanty,  who  were  infants. 

In  1826,  Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  incumbered  his  life 
mterest  with  an  annuity  of  Sit6l.,  and  in  the  same  year 
Brands  G.  C.  Burridge  and  wife  mortgaged  their  life 
estates  for  securing  1000/.  and  further  advances  to  the 
extent,  in  the  whole,  of  2000/. 

By  an  indenture  of  the  16th  of  ^i^fus^  1828,  after 
reciting  the  settlement  of  June  1807,  and  that  Francis 
G.C  Burridge  and  Maty  his  wife  had  determined  to 
appoint  the  property  to  the  use  of  their  daughter  Elizas 
hetk  Mary  Burridge,  in  fee-simple,  it  was  witnessed,  that 
io  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  they  ap- 
pointed that  the  property  should,  immediately  after  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  Francis  G.  C  Burridge 
and  Mary  his  wife,  go,  remain  and  be  to  the  use  of 
EUzabeth  Mary  Burridge  in  fee. 

By  an  indenture  of  the  21st  of  October  1828,  the 
then  mortgagees,  being  paid,  reconveyed  the  estate. 

By  indentures  of  the  SOth  and  S  1st  of  October  1828, 
and  by  a  fine  levied,  it  was  witnessed  that  in  consider- 
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ation  of  7000/.  to  Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  and  Ma;y  his 
wife  and  Elizabeth  Mary  Burridge  paid,  they  mortgaged 
the  property  to  John  Mabarihe  in  fee,  for  securing  that 
sum  and  interest 


Francis  G.  C.  Burridge  died  in  June  1880,  and  sub* 
sequently,  by  indentures  of  the  4th  and  5th  of  August 
1831,  the  mortgage  for  7000/.  was  transferred  to  Mr. 
Puls/brdf  who  at  the  same  time  made  to  Mrs.  and  Miss 
Burridge  a  further  advance  of  3000/.,  making  in  the 
whole  10,000/.  By  this  deed  Mr.  Pulsford  had  a  power 
of  sale  over  the  property  in  case  of  default  being  made 
in  payment  of  the  mortgage  money. 

In  Septembp-  1836,  the  Defendant,  Mx.Ptdsfordj  put 
up  the  property  for  sale  by  auction, .  when  the  Plaintiff 
became  the  purchaser  of  part  for  4200/.  The  abstract 
was  delivered,  the  title  approved  of  and  the  conveyance 
prepared;  but  on  the  24th  of  April  1837,  before  the  final 
completion  of  the  contract,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defend- 
ant's solicitor  received  from  Robert  Arundel  Burridge^ 
one  of  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge^  a  letter  in 
the  following  terms :  '*  Sir,  I  have  been  advised  by  a 
friend,  that  the  title  to  the  property  at  Horsmanden^ 
Brenchley^  or  Bockingfold  in  Kent,  which  you  purchased 
at  the  auction  mart  in  October^  is  invalid,  in  consequence 
of  the  appointment  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge  to  their 
eldest  daughter,  and  the  immediate  conveyance  by 
them  to  a  mortgagee,  being  a  fraud  on  the  marriage 
settlement  under  which  I  claim ;  I  beg,  therefore,  to 
give  you  notice  on  behalf  of  myself  and  brothers  and 
sisters,  that  we  shall  hold  you  responsible  for  the  pro- 
perty which  you  have  purchased,  and  we  caution  you 
not  to  pay  the  purchase-money,  if  it  is  not  already  paid. 
I  remain,  one  of  the  sons  of  the  aforesaid  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Burridge^  your  obedient  servant  Robeit  A,  Burridge.** 

The 
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The  Defendant's  solicitor  gave  notice  to  Roberi  A. 
JBmrridge  that  he  would  complete,  and  would  hold  the 
notice  given  by  him  abandoned,  unless  he  took  pro- 
ceedings within  a  month  to  enforce  his  alleged  rights; 
but  he  returned  for  answer,  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
take  any  proceedings  until  the  death  of  his  mother.  He 
took  no  proceedings. 

The  Plaintiflf^  the  purchaser,  in  consequence  of  the 
notice,  refused  to  complete  his  purchase ;  and  the  De- 
fendant thereupon  commenced  an  action  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  the    remainder  of   the    purchase- money* 
The  PlaintiiF  then  filed  this  bill,  praying  that  the  De- 
fendant might  be  decreed  to  shew  a  good  title ;  and  that, 
if  it  should  appear  that  the  Defendant  could  not  make 
a  good  title,  by  reason  of  the  claim  of  the  children  of 
-Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge,  or  from  the  invalidity  of  the 
appointment,  then  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  relieved 
from  the  contract  and  have  his  deposit  repaid. 

Pending  the  proceedings  in  this  Court  the  vendor 
I'ecovered  at  law,  but  was  prevented  taking  out  execution 
by  the  common  injunction. 

Mr,  Pemberton  and  Mr.  L,  Lotuondes^  for  the  PlaintifTy 
intended  that  from  the  circumstances,  there  were  rea- 
^nable  grounds  for  suspecting,  that  the  exclusive  ap- 
pointment which  had  been  made  to  the  eldest  daughter 
^"^  exclusion  of  the  other  children,  had  been  made  for 
*he  benefit  of  the  parent,  and  was  a  fraud  on  the  settle- 
ment; that  these  circumstances  of  suspicion,  and  the 
Notice  received  from  one  of  the  objects  of  the  power  of 
"**  intention  to  contest  the  appointment,  rendered  the 
^^we  80  doubtful,  that  it  could  not  be  forced  upon  a 
Purchaser ;  they  observed  that  the  Plaintiff  was  a  willing 
purchaser,  and  would  be  content  to  take  the  title  if  tlie 
^urt  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  valid. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Walker^  contra^  contended  that 
the  Plaintiff*,  claiming  under  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  any  fraud,  could  protect 
himself  by  means  of  his  legal  estate  against  any  future 
claims  of  the  younger  children :  they  relied  on  McQueen 
y.  Farquhar  (a)  as  shewing  that  such  circumstances  of 
suspicion  were  not  sufficient  to  relieve  the  purchaser 
from  his  obligation  to  perform  his  contract. 


That  the  questions  had  been  decided  by  the  verdict  at 
laW|  on  which  occasion  the  Plaintiff*  might  have  raised 
even  equitable  objections  to  the  title. 

Mr.  Pembertarij  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  all  cases  of  this  description  it  is  extremely  incon- 
venient to  be  compelled  to  decide  in  the  absence  of 
parties  whose  claims  may  hereafter  arise ;  but  such  cases 
occasionally  occur,  as  in  Du  Hourmelin  v.  Sheldon  (6),  in 
which  case  it  was  necessary  to  decide  a  question  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  Crown  in  a  suit  to  which  the  Attorney- 
General  was  not  a  party.  [His  Lordship  stated  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  and  proceeded.]  This  was 
the  title  under  which  Mr.  Pulsford  sold.  The  circum- 
stances I  have  mentioned  were  fully  stated  in  the  ab- 
stract, and  the  title  appears  to  have  been  approved  of; 
.  and  it  could  not,  as  I  think,  be  otherwise  than  approved 
of  after  the  judgment  of  Lord  Eldon  in  McQueen  v. 
Farquhar.  All  this  being  done,  but  the  purchase- 
money  being  unpaid  and  the  conveyance  not  having 
been  delivered  over,  a  notice  was  given  by  one  of  the 
younger  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge^  that  the 
appointment  made  in  August  1828  was  in  fraud  of  the 

settlement. 


(«)  11  Vet^ASt. 


(h)  1  Beacan,  79. 
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settlement.  There  was  not,  as  I  collect,  one  single  fact 
stated,  but  a  mere  bare  allegation  was  made,  that  the 
appointment  was  in  fraud  of  the  settlement ;  there  was 
DO  more  than  the  statement  of  that  possibility  which 
every  body,  upon  looking  at  the  transaction,  must  be 
aware  might  have  existed.  No  doubt  such  a  notice  as 
this  must  have  been  very  alarming  to  a  party  about  to 
pay  his  purchase-money,  and  would  necessarily  lead  to 
all  the  inquiries  which  could  be  made  upon  the  oc- 
casion; but  the  question  is,  whether  the  mere  circum* 
stance  of  thi;s  notice  having  been  given,  without  one 
single  fact  being  brought  forward  in  any  way  to  im- 
peach these  deeds,  ought  to  be  a  reason  why  the  contract 
should  not  be  specifically  performed. 

There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  Mr.  Mabanke  or  Mr. 
f^dffijrd  had  not  a  good  title,  but  the  simple  allegation 
of  this  party,  that  what  was  done  was  a  fraud  upon  the 
KttlemenL  I  cannot  say  that  I  think  this,  of  itself,  is  a 
fe&son  why  the  state  of  things  which  existed  imme- 
disteljr  before  that  notice  should  be  considered  so  far 
altered  as  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  Say  that  the  title  is 
iK)t  a  good  title,  or  that  the  agreement  ought  not  to  be 
specifically  performed.  If  it  were  possible  to  institute 
^y  inquiry  as  to  the  facts  which  took  place,  I  think  it 
ODgfat  to  be  done  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  purchaser ; 
aod,  u)  a  case  like  this,  I  am  persuaded  that  the  vendor 
^ould  equally  desire  to  have  it  done ;  but  I  do  not  see 
how  that  can  be.  I  think  the  title  must  be  considered  as 
^  good  title,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Mr.  Tinney  asked  that  the  injunction  might  be  dis- 
solved. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls.    .That  is  not  necessary; 
^  bill  being  dismissed,  the  injunction  will  go  of  course. 
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CASBORNE  V.  BARSHAM. 


Signification 
of  the  term 
**  undue  m* 
Jiuenee**  as 
applied  to 
transactions 
between  soli- 
citor and 
client. 


riiHIS  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  under  the  folloir« 
-*■    ing  circumstances :  — 


An  issue  had  been  directed,  to  try  whether  an  inden- 
ture dated  the  20th  day  of  August  1832,  had  been 
obtained  from  Dennis  Chandler  by  the  Defendant  Air- 


transactions  in  **^^  by  fraud  or  undue  injluence^  as  his  solicitor. 

which  there  is 
so  great  an  in- 
equality be- 
tween the 
transacting 
parties, — so 
much  of  ha«   . 
bitual  exercise 
of  power  on 
the  one  side, 
and  habitual 


The  jury  found,  in  eflTect,  that  the  deed  was  not  ob* 
tained  by  fraud,  but  was  obtained  by  Barsham  by  undue 
influence,  as  the  solicitor  of  Chandler. 


The  Defendant  Barsham  now  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict,  so  far  as  it  found  that 

submittionon  ^g  jg^  jj^j  \)een  obtained  bv  undue  influence,  was 

the  other,  that         .         ,         . ,  '  i        .  i 

without  proof  agamst  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial. 

of  the  exercise 

of  power  b^ 

yond  that  The  issue  had  been  directed  in  a  cause  in  which  Mr. 

inferred  from    Casborne,  as  assignee  of  Dennis  Chandler  an  insolvent, 

the  nature  of    was  Plaintifi^,  and  Barsham,  together  with  two  persons 

the  transac— 

tion  itself,  this  named  Robinson  and  Matthew,  were  Defendants. 

Court  wiU  im- 
pute  an  exer- 
cise of  undue        The  bill  prayed  that  the  deed  might  be  delivered  up 

*" Whraun-     ^  ^  cancelled,  or  that  it  might  be  allowed  to  stand 

due  influence   only  as  a  security  for  what,  if  anything,  was  justly  due 

from  Chandler  to  Barsham;  and  it  alleged,  that  Chandler^ 

being  wholly  under  the  influence  and  control  of  JSar- 

sham  his  solicitor,  was  fraudulently  induced  to  execute 

the 
contrary  to 

the  policy  of 

law,  it  is  the  province  of  the  Court  to  determine  the  point;  and  tlie  question  ought 

not  to  be  sent  to  a  juT}'. 


red  from  the 
nature  of  the 
transaction, 
or  when  the 
transaction  b 
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i    deed  whilst  wholly  ignorant  of  the  eiFect  of  executing  1 839. 

^nd  without  any  consideration  havinir  been  iriven  for  Z^"^^*"^^ 

^                                                          .  Casborne 

^«uting  the  same,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  v, 

':9iham  a  fraudulent  preference  over  Casborne.  AaaHAic. 


tlm 


am  admitted  that  he  was  Chandlei^s  solicitor,  and 
t  Chandler  vrdis^  to  such  extent  as  a  client  is  generally, 
ler  the  influence  of  his  attorney  and  solicitor,  but  no 
-^er  or  otherwise ;  but  he  denied  that  Chandler  was 
orant  of  the  efiect  of  executing  the  deed,  or  that  it 
executed  without  consideration,  or  for  the  purpose 
^ying  a  fraudulent  preference,  or  that  the  deed  was 
by  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

^^itnesses  being  examined,  Dennis  Chandler  himself 
that  he  put  his  whole  trust  and  confidence  in 
riham,  but  that  Barsham  had  no  particular  influence 
control  over  him;    and  three  witnesses,  Frederick 
'^9  Dennis  Chandler  the  younger,  and  Robert  Chandler^ 
that  Barsham  had  great  professional  influence  and 
trol  over  Dennis  Chandler.     Witnesses  were  also 
^^mined  as  to  the  circumstances  which  took   place 
%re  and  at  the  time  when  the  deed  was  executed,  but 
^  result  not  being  satisfactory,  the  issue  was  directed. 

^r.  Biggs  Andrews^  Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Elder^ 
for  the  motion. 

3f  r.  Pembertonj  Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Gunning, 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  June  26. 

The  object  of  the  first  part  of  the  issue  was  to  ascer-< 
^^'■1  whether  Barsham  had  obtained  the  deed  by  fraud, 
^y  any  suggestions  of  falsehood,  or  suppression  of  truth 
y  ^misrepresentation  or  concealment  of  fact 

The 
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The  object  of  the  second  part  of  the  issue  was  to  ssce^ 
tain  whether  Barsham,  availing  himself  of  his  charactei 
of  solicitor)  had  obtained  the  deed  by  undue  ififlaence^ 
and  some  discussion  took  place  as  to  the  sense  in  which 
the  words  ''undue  influence"  had  been  understood. 


Omitting  such  transactions  as  are  made  void  by  the 
policy  of  the  law,  it  is  plain  that  there  are  transactions 
in  which  there  is  so  great  an  inequality  between  the 
transacting  parties,  —  so  much  of  habitual  exercise  of 
power  on  the  one  side,  and  habitual  submission  on  the 
other,  that  without  any  proof  of  the  exercise  of  power 
beyond  that  which  may  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of 
the  transaction  itself,  this  Court  will  impute  an  exercise 
of  undue  influence.  Such  cases  have  not  unfrequently 
occurred  in  transactions  between  parent  and  child,  and 
sometimes  in  transactions  between  persons  standing  to 
each  other  in  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client. 


But  other  cases  do  not  rest  solely  on  the  nature  of 
the  transaction  and  the  fact  of  habitual  or  occasional 
influence ;  it  is  required  to  shew  that  some  advantage 
was  taken,  or  that  there  was  some  fear,  some  use  of 
threat  or  of  undue  practice  or  persuasion. 

When  undue  influence  is  to  be  inferred  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction,  or  when  the  transaction  itself 
is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  I  apprehend  that  it 
is  the  province  of  the  Court  to  determine  the  point,  and 
that  the  question  ought  not  to  be  sent  to  a  jury. 

And  having  regard  to  this  bill  and  the  particular 
charges  which  it  contains,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
question  to  be  tried  upon  this  part  of  the  issue  was, 
whether  Barsham^  acting  as  solicitor,  availed  himself  of 
his  influence  in  that  character  to  use  improper  induce- 

ments 
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ments  to  Chandler^  wheraby  to  prevail  upon  him  to        1839. 
execate  the  deed. 


Xlie  jury  have  negatived  the  frauds  and  their  finding 
in  that  respect  is  not  disputed,  so  that  I  must  on  this 
occasion  conclude  that  there  was  no  deception  and  no 
Dusrepresentation  or  suppression  of  truth ;  but  the  jury 
luive  affirmed  the  undue  influence,  and  the  question  is, 
wl^ether  that  finding  is  supported  by  sufficient  evi- 
dence. 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Casbome  sued  Chandler  for  tithes 
in    the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Barsham  conducted  the 
defence  of  Chandler  as  his  solicitor,  and  on  the  2d  July 
IS  28  there  was  a  decree  against  Chandler.     The  ques- 
tion, whether  he  was  to  pay  costs  to  the  Plaintiff,  being 
St  that  time  reserved,  it  was  obvious  that  he  would  at 
least  have  his  own  costs  to  pay,  and  on  account  of  those 
costs  he  was  indebted  in  a  large  but  then  untaxed  and 
unascertained  sum  of  money  to  Barsham;  and  some 
tUKie  after  the  date  of  the  decree,  but  when  first  does 
not   precisely  appear,  Barsham  proposed  to  Chandler  to 
execute  the  deed  in  question.     The  nature  and  pro- 
visions  of  this  deed  are  open  to  very  considerable  ob- 
servation, and  it  is  clear  that  the  deed  was  executed  on 
the  suggestion  and  under  the  advice  of  Barsham^  and 
also  dear  that  when  it  was  proposed  to  Chandler  he 
ot^jected  to  it,  and  that  the  preparation  of  the  deed 
^as  for  some  time  delayed.     The  proposal  was  com- 
municated to  the  family  of  Chandler;  his  son  Robert 
roew  of  it  ten  days  or  a  fortnight  before  it  was  exe- 
cuted, and  objected  that  if  there  were  an  assignment  it 
^ould  be  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.     He 
•w-erwards,   two  days  before   the  deed  was  executed, 
^^vit  to  the  office  of  Barsham  with  Robinson^  one  of  the 
^^ees  named  by  Chandler^  the  deed  was  read  to  him, 

and 
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and  he  understood  that  it  gave  a  preference  to  Barshan 
and  advised  his  father  not  to  execute  it ;  he  says  indee 
that  he  did  all  he  could  to  prevent  his  father  signin 
the  deed.  He  says  also  that  his  brother  objected,  an 
his  father  did  not  know  what  to  do ;  he  thought,  hoiK 
ever,  that  after  the  family  had  objected  to  it  his  fathc 
would  not  execute  it. 


Hannah  Chandler^  the  daughter,  was  at  her  father' 
house  on  the  Friday  before  the  Monday  on  which  th 
deed  was  executed,  Barsham  was  there,  and,  as  she  says 
promised  Chandler  501.  and  a  farm  if  he  would  sign  th 
deed,  and  on  that  Friday  and  the  following  Saturday 
MattheWf  one  of  the  trustees,  made  a  valuation  of  th 
farming  stock  and  of  the  household  effects  to  be  as 
signed.  On  the  morning  of  the  20th  of  August,  Sami 
the  partner,  went  with  the  deed  to  Chandler,  who  s 
that  time  declined  to  sign  it,  saying  he  wished  to  speal 
to  his  sons  again  before  he  signed ;  it  was  read  over  t 
him  in  the  presence  of  Hannah,  who  seems  to  have  per 
fectly  understood  that  it  gave  a  preference  to  Barsham 
and  Chandler  signed  it  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day 
What  were  the  motives  which  induced  Chandler  him 
self  to  sign  the  deed  do  not  appear.  It  is  plain  tha 
the  two  sons  and  the  daughter  objected  to  and  opposes 
its  execution,  and  it  seems  singular  that  they  should  no 
have  stated  what  were  the  motives  which  Barshofi 
offered,  to  induce  the  father  to  execute  the  deed  agains 
their  objections.  The  evidence  affords  no  indicatioi 
of  any  exercise  of  power  or  control  by  Barsham  ove 
Chandler,  or  of  any  threat  used  by  him,  or  of  any  per 
suasion,  except  such  as  may  be  inferred  by  the  offer  o 
50/.  and  a  farm,  which  offer  would  rather  tend  U 
shew,  that  any  influence  which  Barsham  attempted  U 
exercise  as  solicitor  was  insufficient.  Chandler  had  thi 
opportunity  of  consulting  bis  sons,  who  appear  to  havi 
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been  capable  of  advising  bim  and  to  bave  advised  bim, 
and  whatever  were  the  inducements  offered  by  Barsham^ 
tbqr  had  not  succeeded,  even  on  tbe  occasion  of  tbe  last 
interview  wbicb  Barskam  bad  witb  Chandler  on  tbe 
subject,  for  on  tbe  last  day,  when  Sams  attended  for  tbe 
execution  of  tbe  deed  and,  as  be  says,  used  no  per- 
soasions  whatever,  be  found  Chandler  undetermined  and 
desiring  to  speak  with  bis  son  again  before  be  signed, 
and  the  opportunity  was  given  him  to  do  so.  On  the 
whole,  therefore,  though  tbe  deed  is  of  such  a  nature 
diat  I  do  not  think  Chandler  ought  to  have  been  advised 
to  execute  it,  and  although  tbe  offers  said  to  have  been 
loade  to  Chandler  do  in  my  mind  throw  some  suspicion 
on  the  transaction,  I  do  not  find  evidence  of  facts 
vbich  appear  to  me  to  prove  that  the  deed  was  obtained 
by  the  undue  influence  of  'Barsham^  as  a  solicitor,  and 
I  think  that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  of 
^  part  of  tbe  issue. 


1899. 


BENNETT  v.  HAYTER. 

T^IlE  testator  Benjamin  Howes  bequeathed  as  follows: 

^*  I  leave,  after  tbe  death  of  lAuy  Hawes^  as  many 

^^^'^^^and  8(  per  cents,  to  the  following  charities,  viz. 

I^^^KM.  S|  per  cents,  to  the  Jews^  poor^  Mile  End ;  se- 

^^^"^ly,  1000/.  ditto  to  the  Society  for  Relief  of  Prisoners 

^  Small  Debts;  thirdly,  1000/.  diUo  to  the  Missionary;  ** 

^   after  making  fifteen  other  charitable  gifts,  he  pro- 

^^ed:  —  •*  nineteenth,  1000/.  to  Methodist  preachers; 

twentieth,  twenty-first,  twenty-second,  to  the  preachers 

in 

fond  oog^t  to  be  applied  cy  prei  ;  and  the  Court  divided  the  bequest 
two  chintable  institutions. 

Vol.  II.  G 


July  15. 


A  testator  be- 
queathed 
1000^  to 
**  the  Jews' 
poor,  Aftfp 
End;**  there 
were  two 
charitable  in- 
stitutions for 
poor  Jews  at 
Mile  End,  Md 
it  not  appear- 
ing which  of 
the  charities 
was  meant, 
Hddy  that  the 
between  these 
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]  839.       in  the  Presby  terian.  Baptist  and  Independent  persuasion, 
10002.   to  each;  twenty- third,    1000/.   to   the   Roman 
o"'      Catholic  persuasion ;  twenty-fourth,  1000/.  to  Quakers' 
ilAYTER.      preachers." 

By  the  decree,  made  in  May  1836,  it  was  referred 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  charities  were  meant  by 
the  testator  by  the  description  of  '^  the  Jews*  poor^ 
Mile  Endj**  ''  the  preachers  in  the  Presbyterian, 
Baptist  and  Independent  persuasion "  and  ^^  Quakers' 
preachers." 

The  legacy  to  the  Jews?  poor^  Mile  End,  was  claimed 
both  by  the  treasurer  and  wardens  of  an  hospital  called 
«  Beth  Holimj''  in  Mile  End  Old  Tenon,  founded  in  the 
year  174*7  by  the  members  of  the  congregation  of 
Spanish  and  Portuguese  Jews,  for  the  sustenance  and 
relief  of  the  poor  and  destitute  Jews  of  that  congrega- 
tion; it  was  also  claimed  by  the  trustees  of  another 
hospital  called  the  Jews'  Hospital,  Mile  Endj  for  the 
support  of  aged  poor  and  for  the  education  and  em- 
ployment of  youth,  which  had  been  established  in  1795, 
for  the  relief  of  the  class  called  German  Jews  and  for 
the  education  of  the  youth  of  the  same  persuasion. 
These  claims  were  supported  by  aiSdavits. 

The  Master  found,  that  no  sufficient  evidence  had 
been  produced  before  him  as  to  what  charity  was  meant 
by  the  testator,  by  the  description  of  "  the  Jews'  poor. 
Mile  End:' 

Both  these  charities  filed  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report. 

Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Stinton  claimed  the  legacy  for 
the  former  charity ;  and 

Mr. 
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^Ar.  Spence  and  Mr,  F.  H.  Goldsmid,  for  the  latter        18S9. 


^if  r.  &  Sharpe^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

'Mx.  Wrmfj  for  the  Attorney-General. 

J^owell    V.     The     Attorney-General  {a\    Waller    v. 
Childs{b)^  Moggeridgey.  Thacka>eU{c\  Attorney-Gene^ 
▼•  Clark{d)f  Simon  v.  Barber  (^),  were  cited. 


Ifhe  Master  of  the  Rolls  over-ruled  both  sets  of 
^3Lceptions. 

The  case,  howeyer^  coming  on  for  further  directions, 

3%^  Master  of  the  Rolls  decreed  to  the  effect  fol- 
lowing : 

**  There  being  no  charity  answering  the  description 
of  ^  The  Jews'  Poor,  Mik  End,''  his  Lordship  doth 
^lare  that  the  charitable  legacy  of  1000/.  S^  per 
^nts,,  given  by  the  testator's  will  to  <*  the  Jews'  poor, 
^ie  End,**  ought  to   be  applied   to  charitable  pur- 
Poses,  having  r^ard,  as  near  as  may  be,  to  the  objects 
^tended  by  the  said  testator  by  the  said  bequest  in  the 
*^*d   neill  «  to  the  Jews'  poor,  Mile  End ; "  and  it  ap- 
P^&ring  to  the  Court  that  there  are  at  Mile  End,  in  the 
<^unty  of  Middlesex,  two  charitable  institutions  only, 
*or  the  relief  of  poor  persons  of  the  Jewish  persuasion, 
"^«nely,  an  hospital  called  "  Beth  Holim;*  situate  in 
^'^'e  End,  Old  Tenon,  founded  in  the  year  1747  by 
^^  members  of  the  congregation  of  Spanish  and  Portu- 
guese 

(«)  S  Mer.  48.  {d)  Amb.  422. 

ib)  8  Amb.  584.  {e)  5  Buu.  112. 

(c)  7  Ves.    56. 

G  2 
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1839.       guese  JewSf  for  the  sustenance  and  relief  of  poor  and 
^^^^^^     destitute  Jews   of  that  congregation,  and  an  hospital 
V.  called  <'  The  Jews'  Hospital/'  situate  at  Mile  End 

Hayteb.  aforesaid,  for  the  relief  of  the  Jewish  poor  of  the  class 
denominated  German  Jews,  and  that  S.  L.  B.  &c.  are 
the  treasurers  and  wardens  of  the  said  hospital  called 
«  Beth  Holim,**  and  that  M.  S.  &c.  are  the  trustees  of 
the  said  charitable  institution  called  ^*  The  Jews'  Hos- 
pital, Mik  Endf**  his  Lordship  doth  order  a  moiety  of 
the  fund  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  and  wardens  of  the 
hospital  called  **  Beth  Holiniy^  to  be  applied  by  them 
for  the  general  purposes  of  the  said  hospital,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  '*  Jews' 
Hospital,  Mile  Endf*  to  be  applied  by  them  for  the 
general  purposes  of  that  institution. 


His  Lordship  acted  similarlj  with  respect  to  some  of  the  other 
charities ;  and  on  further  directions,  the  legacy  to  **  the  preachers 
in  the  Baptist  persuasion^"  was  given  in  the  following  proportions, 
namely,  one  fourth  to  ^  the  general  Baptist  fund,"  and  the  remain- 
ing three  fourths  to  **  the  particular  Baptist  fund,"  as  bdng  the 
proportions  corresponding  with  the  relative  number  of  preachers  or 
ministers  in  each  of  such  denominations  of  Baptists;  and  the  i^acy 
to  the  '*  Quakers'  preachers"  was  given  to  the  "  meeting  for  sufier- 
ings"  of  the  Quakers. 
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WARD  t;.  PAINTER.  j^^  ^^ 

rmS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  general  de-  lt^May\s\9 
a  party  took 
»»"«r.  the  benefit  of 

the  Iiiiol?ent 

The eflfectofthestatementsofthe  bill  wasas follows:—  force;  he  tub- 
On   the  J2lh  otMay  1819  Richard  W.  Painter  was  dis-  •«P«?^ly  •«• 

f  quired  pro- 

cbaraed  under  the  msolyent  debtors'  acts  then  in  force,  perty,  and 
having  previously  duly  complied  with  all  the  provisions  more Sanwif- 
of  the  said  acts^  and  having  assigned  his  estate  to  the  ficient  to  pay 
provisional  assignee,  and  having  signed  a  schedule  in  the  tracted  after 
usual  manner.     The  insolvent  was  at  the  time  indebted  £?*"*?|j[?"2: 
to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  25/.,  for  which -amount  his  creditors  re- 

nwne  was  inserted  in  the  schedule.  "*??'"&""• 

paid:  Held, 

that  a  bill 

The  insolvent  had  no  estate  or  effects  at  the  time  of  mwnt^ed  b? 

iis  discharge,  but  he  afterwards  carried  on  trade  and  one  of  such 

•Quired  considerable  property.     He  died  in  February  against  the 

'^^7,  having  bequeathed  the  whole  of  his  property  to  his  pewonal  re- 

^idow,  who  took  out  administration,  paid  all  hb  debts  of  theinsol- 

^^pt  those  due  at  the  time  of  the  insolvency,  and  re-  Jf"^  without 
fj.'  ^  the  previous 

^''^ed  the  surplus,  which  amounted  to  3000/.      The  sanction  of  the 
*l>t^  due  at  the  time  of  the  insolvency,  and  amongst  i)^^»' 

"*®*^:^    the  debt  due   to   the    Plaintiff,   still   remained  Court,  for 

«'nr>»<^  payment,  out 

'^^*"*  of  the  surplus 

assets,  of  the 

*^»i  the  31st  of  Jl%  1839  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill,  debtJ*^ 
"^     behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  unsatisfied 


^'^^^itors  of  Richard  W.  Painter^^  against  the  adminis- 
^**ix,  for  payment  out  of  the  assets,  first,  of  the 
dei^t^  (if  any)  contracted  subsequent  to  the  insolvency, 

bbA    afterwards  of  the  debts  owing  at  the  time  of  his 

dis^lutrge  under  the  Insolvent  Act. 

G  3  No 
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No  application  was  stated  to  have  been  made  to  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  to  authorize  this  suit 

The  Defendant  put  in  a  general  demurrer,  for  want 
of  equity. 

The  act  in  force  at  the  time  at  which  the  insolvent 
was  discharged  (12th  May  1819)  was  the  53  G.  3.  c.  102., 
as  amended  by  the  54  Gf.  3.  c.  23.,  and  continued  by  the 
59  G.  3.  c.  129.,  the  principal  provisions  of  which,  so 
far  as  they  bear  upon  the  case,  are  stated  hereunder,  (a) 

Mr. 


(a)  The  tenth  section  of  the 
S3  G,3,  c,l02^  after  enacting, 
that  in  case  the  prisoner  should 
be  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  act,  and  directing 
the  Court  to  appoint  assignees 
of  his  estate,  proceeds,  *^  and 
shall  order  proper  conveyances 
and  assignments  of  such  estate 
and  effects  to  be  made  by  such 
prisoner  according  to  this  act, 
together  with  an  engagement,  to 
be  executed  by  such  prisoner,  to 
pay  so  much  of  the  just  debts 
and  demands  of  the  several  per- 
sons against  whom  such  prisoner 
shall  by  such  Court  be  adjudged 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act, 
as  shall  not  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate  and  effects  to  be  conveyed 
and  assigned  by  such  prisoner 
for  such  purpose,  in  case  he  or 
she  shall  at  any  time  thereafter 
be  enabled  to  p^y  such  debts  and 
demands,  or  to  pay  such  part  or 
parts  thereof  as  he  or  she  shall 
be  able  at  any  time  to  pay;" 
and  after  ordering  the  prisoner's 
books,  &c.  to  be  delivered  up,  and 
the  prisoner's  discharge,  it  pro- 


ceeds as  follows:  —  "  and  judg- 
ment shall  thereupon  be  entered 
in  such  Court  against  such  pri- 
soner in  pursuance  of  such  en- 
gagements as  aforesaid,  which 
judgment  shall  and  may,  if  the 
said  Court  shall  so  order,  be 
executed  against  the  future  es- 
tate and  effects  of  such  prisoner, 
real  and  personal,  as  the  said 
Court  shall  direct,  and  shall 
bind  the  assets  of  such  prisoner, 
real  and  personal,  in  the  hands 
of  his  heirs,  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, for  the  full  amount 
of  the  debts  and  demands  afore- 
said which  shall  remain  unsatis- 
fied, or  so  much  of  such  debts 
and  demands  as  the  said  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  ought  to  be 
satisfied,  and  execution  shall  be 
had  upon  such  judgment  in  such 
and  the  same  manner  as  exe- 
cution may  be  had  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  King^s 
Bench,  neverthelesd  according 
to  the  orders  of  the  Court  to  be 
established  by  virtue  of  this  act, 
and  in  conformity  to  the  pro- 
visions in  this  act  contained." 

The 
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M«*^     Finney  and  Mr.  Teedj  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

In      s^rguing  this  demurrer  it  is  necessary  to  impugn 
x\ie  ^^c^msion  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Barton  v.  TattersaU; 

but 


1839. 


1^^  fourteenth  section  of  the 

uaoc  &cfc  provides  as  follows : — 

«*  Tb&t  1 VI  case  any  prisoner  who 

sYiaW   ba^ve  been  discharged  by 

virtae  oF  this  act  shall  become 

•He  to  pay  all  or  any  part  of  the 

debts  due  from  him  or  her,  and 

•gainst   which  iie  or  she  shall 

bare    obtained  such  di^harge, 

^f^^^   o  rcoMonMe  allowance/or 

^   ^^•^mterumce  q^  such  debtor 

***•  ^  or  her  family^  and  pay- 

nieu^  of  fais  or  her  debts  con- 

jj^^^t^  after  such  discharge,  or 

^bich   such   discharge    did 

.  ^^  ^iLtend,  it  shall  and  may  be 

.•      *aal  for  any  creditor  or  cre- 

•^^^•*»  against  whom  he  or  she 

.  ^^^     have  obtiuned  such  dis- 

^*lKc,  to  apply  to  the  Court 

liberty  to  proceed  against 

<iebtor  notwithstandi  ng  such 

aige;  and  in  case  it  shall 

to  the  satisfaction  of  such 

that  such  debtor  is  of 

^  to  pay  such  demand  or 

port   thereof,  it   shall  be 

^^^r  fVil  for  such  Court  to  revoke 

*^^^  discharge,  either  wholly  or 

^poma  payment  of  such  sum  or 

*•**■*•  of  money  for  the  benefit  of 

the  (lersons  against  whom  such 

disotxarge  shall  have  been  ob* 

^«aed,  either  in  gross    or  by 

■«^«rial    payments,  as   to    such 

^"'t   fiball  appear  reasonable, 

^    ^o    permit  execution  to  be 

^>i  out  on  the  judgment  en- 

^^**  up  in  such  Court  on  the 
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engagement  of  such  prisoner, 
for  such  sum  of  money  as  the 
said  Court  shall  think  fit,  to  be 
distributed  rateably  amongst  the 
creditors  entitled  under  such 
engagement;  and  such  proceed- 
ings shall  and  may  be  had,  ac- 
cording to  the  discretion  of  the 
said  Court,  from  time  to  time 
until  the  whole  of  the  debts  due 
to  the  several  persons  against 
whom  such  discharge  shall  have 
been  obtained  shall  be  fully  paid 
and  satisfied,  together  with  such 
costs  as  such  Court  shall  think 
fit  to  award." 

By  the  seventeenth  section  it 
is  enacted,  "That  in  case  any 
prisoner  who  shall  have  been 
discharged  by  virtue  of  this  act 
shall  die  leaving  assets,  real  or 
personal,  after  payment  of  all 
his  or  her  debts,  exclusive  of  the 
debts  from  which  such  prisoner 
shall  have  obtained  such  dis- 
charge^ it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
person  or  persons  entitled  to  so 
much  of  such  debt  or  debts,  from 
which  such  discharge  shall  have 
been  obtained  as  shall  remain 
unpaid,  to  apply  to  the  said 
Court  for  liberty  to  proceed  on 
the  judgment  entered  in  the  said 
Court,  on  the  engagement  of 
such  prisoner,  in  order  to  obtain 
payment  of  so  much  of  snch 
debt  or  debts  as  shall  then  re- 
main due  as  aforesaid,  and  such 
4  Court 
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but  a  single  decision  on  the  constniction  of  an  act  of 
parliament  which  has  never  been  affirmed  by  a  soperior 
court  is  not  conclusive,  and  the  point  is  still  open  to  dis- 
cussion ; 


Court  shall  make  such  order 
thereupon  as  shall  he  just;  and 
the  heirs,  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  such  deceased  prisoner 
that!  applj  the  assets  in  his,  her 
or  their  hands  according  to  such 
order,  but  without  prejudice  to 
the  demand  of  anj  other  cre- 
ditor or  creditors  of  such  de- 
ceased prisoner,  all  of  which 
shall  he  first  paid  or  satisfied: 
provided  always,  that  in  case  it 
shall  at  anj  time  be  made  ap« 
pear  to  such  Court  that  the 
estate  or  effects  of  such  prisoner 
couTejed  or  assigned  under  the 
authority  of  this  act  would  hare 
been  sufficient,  if  carefully  and 
properly  managed,  to  have  satis- 
fied all  the  debts  from  which  such 
prisoner  has  been  discharged,  or 
to  have  satisfied  a  larger  pro- 
portion of  such  debts  than  shall 
have  actually  been  paid  there- 
with, then  and  in  any  such  case 
such  Court  shall  not  authorize 
any  further  proceedings  against 
such  prisoner,  or  his  or  her 
assets,  except  for  so  much  of 
the  debts  of  such  prisoner  as 
could  not  have  been  satisfied  out 
of  the  estate  and  effects  so  con- 
veyed and  assigned,  in  case  the 
same  had  been  carefully  and 
properly  managed,  and  rendered 
productive  for  the  discharge  of 
such  debts :  provided  also,  that 
in  no  case  interest  shall  be 
allowed  on  any  such  debt  from 


the  time  of  such  discharge,  until 
the  said  Court  shall  order  that 
interest  shall  again  ran  upon 
debts  bearing  interett,  which 
shall  be  wholly  in  the  discretion 
of  the  said  Court  as  hereioafter 
provided.' 


M 


By  the  thirty-second  section, 
tf  any  action  or  suit  be  brovght 
against  an  insolvent  upon  anj 
cause  of  action  from  which  he 
has  obtained  his  discharge,  ex- 
cept under  the  order  of  the  In- 
solvent Court,  he  may  plead  hit 
discharge  under  the  act* 

This  act  was  amended  by 
54  G.  5,  c.  85.  1.  14^  by  which 
it  is  enacted,  **  That  so  much  of 
the  said  act  as  requires  any  such 
prisoner  to  execute  an  engage-- 
merit  for  payment  of  the  debts 
or  demands  of  the  personsagainst 
whom  such  prisoner  shall  be  ad- 
judged by  the  said  Court  to  be 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  said 
act,  and  as  directs  any  proceed- 
ing on  such  engagement,  shall 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  re- 
pealed, and  instead  thereof  the 
said  Court  shall  require  such 
prisoner  to  enter  into  a  recog- 
nizance to  the  King's  Majesty 
for  the  full  amount  of  such  debts  ; 
and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
creditor  or  creditors  of  such 
prisoner  from  time  to  time  to 
apply   to    the   said    Court   to 

have 
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cussion ;  besides  which,  the  argament  in  that  case  turned 
principally  on  the  application  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations; no  objection  was  there  taken  to  the  jurisdiction, 
and  the  executor  was  not  personally  interested  in  the 
discussion. 


1889. 


Waed 

9. 

Pain  Til. 


This  bill  is  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  sanction  of  the  Insolvent  Court,  au- 
thorizing these  proceedings,  has  been  obtained.  It  is  clear 
that  the  policy  of  the  act  in  question  was  to  discharge 
the  person  of  the  insolvent,  and,  subject  to  one  qualifi- 
cation, to  release  his  future  estate  from  the  demands  of 
the  creditors  included  in  his  schedule ;  the  object  of  the 
legislature  was,  that  upon  an  insolvent  transferring  the 
whole  of  his  property  to  his  creditors,  he  might,  unfet- 
tered by  prior  debts,  have  an  opportunity,  by  future  in- 
dustry and  exertion,  of  maintaining  himself  and  family, 
and  of  retrieving  his  ruined  fortune ;  and  if  he  should 
succeed,  then  the  Insolvent  Court  was  to  have  the  power 
of  ordering  a  portion  of  his  future  acquired  property  to  be 
applied  in  liquidation  of  the  unpaid  scheduled  debts ;  it 
is  plain,  however,  that  no  proceeding  could  be  taken,  ex- 
cept under  the  sanction  of  the  Insolvent  Court,  for  he 

could 


have  Mich  recognizance  put  in 
suit,  ind  the  same  shall  be  put 
in  suit  in  pursuance  of  the  order 
of  the  said  Court  for  that  pur- 
pose, if  ike  »md  Court  shail  see 
JUg  bui  all  proceed&ngt  thereon 
shall  be  mbject  to  the  order  of  the 
udd  Courts  and  any  money  which 
shall  be  recoTered  on  any  such 
recognisance  shall  be  paid  and 
applied  under  the  order  of  the 
said  Court,  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  money  which  might  have 
been  recovered  under  such  en- 


gagement as  aforesaid,  and  the 
judgment  directed  by  the  said 
act  to  be  entered  thereupon 
might  have  been  paid  or  applied 
under  the  authority  of  the  said 
act ;  and  the  said  Court  shall  in 
all  cases  proceed  upon  such  re- 
cognizance as  the  said  Court 
might  have  done  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  said  act,  upon  the 
engagement  and  judgment  there- 
upon by  the  said  act  required 
to  be  executed  and  entered  as 
aforesaid." 
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1 8S9.  could  plead  his  discharge  in  bar.  A  discretionary  power 
was  thus  vested  in  the  Insolvent  Court,  not  only  as  to 
whether  any  proceedings  ought  to  be  taken,  but  also  to 
limit  their  extent,  and  to  determine  whether  interest 
ought  or  not  to  be  allowed  on  the  debts.  In  the  exercise 
of  this  discretion  the  Insolvent  Court  was  to  take  into 
consideration  the  past  conduct  of  the  insolvent,  the  ex- 
tent of  his  property,  the  wants  of  his  family,  and  under 
the  seventeenth  section,  whether  his  assets-  had  been 
carefully  and  properly  managed  by  the  assignees.  The 
Defendant  is  entitled  to  the  exercise  of  the  discretion 
of  that  Court,  whose  decision  is  final,  and  from  which 
there  is  no  appeal  to  this  Court.  Until  that  court  has 
exercised  this  discretion,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  locus  standi 
in  this  Court,  for  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  might, 
upon  an  application  being  made,  refuse  their  sanction 
to  these  very  proceedings. 

The  right  of  the  Plaintiff  is  founded  not  on  any  equity, 
but  on  the  legal  title  which  he  is  supposed  to  possess, 
and  upon  that  legal  right  he  applies  to  this  Court  for 
the  administration  of  the  insolvent's  assets.  If  his  legal 
title  fails,  this  suit  cannot  be  supported.  Now  suppose 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  at  law,  without 
the  sanction  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  to  recover 
his  debt  of  25/.,  the  Defendant  might  plead  the  insol- 
vent's discharge  in  1819,  which  would  be  a  complete 
bar  to  the  action.  The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  having  no 
legal  demand,  cannot  support  this  suit,  and  the  demurrer 
ought  consequently  to  be  allowed,  (a) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Grubby  contra.  The  decision 
of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Barton  v.  Taltersall  must  govern 

the 

{a)  The  objection  as  to  the      this  point,  see  BrowntTigy.  Paris, 
Statute  of  Limitations  was  not      5  Meeson  4*  W,ll7, 
raised  in  the  argument ;  but  as  to 
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die   pcesent  case  and  determine  the  demurrer.     That 
case  was  decided  afier  full  argument  and  a  week's  con- 
sideration; it  was  afterwards  brought  before  the  con- 
sideration of  the  same  judge  (a) ;  and  though  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  affirmed  by  any  subsequent  re- 
ported decision,  yet  it  was  acquiesced  in,  and  has  been 
freqnendy  referred   to  and  recognized   in   subsequent 
cases ;  Tarleton  v.  Hornby  (4),  Ex  'parte  Barrington  [c) 
Ex  parte  Fenwtck  (rf),  Kaye  v.  Fosbrook  {e\  Curtis  v. 
Sheffield,  (g) 


1889. 


The  act  of  the  53  G.  3.  c.  102.  s.  10.,  directed  the  in- 
solvent to  give  an  engagement  for  payment  of  his  debts ; 
this  was  varied  by  the  54  G.  3.  c.  25.  5.  14.,  which  di- 
rected a  recognizance  to  the  King  to  be  entered  into  by 
the  insolvent  to' the  amount  of  his  debts,  and  his  creditors 
were  then  to  have  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  put  it 
in  suit;  it  was,  however,  found  in  practice,  that  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Court  had  no  authority  to  enforce  a 
judgment  on  the  recognizance,  so  that  the  provisions  of 
tbe  act  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  out  of  subsequent 
assets  were  found  nugatory.  An  intention  was,  however, 
clearly  manifested,  that  the  future  assets  of  the  insolvent 
should  be  made  available  for  the  payment  of  his  unpaid 
scheduled  debts ;  and  the  means  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture for  enforcing  payment  having  failed,  this  Court, 
exercising  its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  has  lent  its  aid  to 
carry  out  the  plain  intention  of  the  acts.  This  was  the 
ground  of  Sir  John  Leach's  decision  in  Barton  v.  7a/- 
tersalL 


{a)  S  Eusi.  4*  Myl.  543. 

(6)  1  Tounge^CoU.  172.335. 

(c)  2  Motit.  4-  A.  257. 


No 


{d)  2  Moni,  4  A.  682. 
{e)  8  Sim,  30. 
ig)  8  Sim.  177. 
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Painter. 
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No  argument  can  be  raised  irom  the  subsequent 
acts  {a)  which  have  remedied  this  defect. 

That  no  previous  application  to  the  Insolvent  Court 
is  necessary  appears  irom  the  fact  that  in  Barton  v* 
TattersaU  none  had  been  made. 


Mr.  Tinney^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  a  creditor  of  a  deceased  insolvent 
debtor.  It  appears  from  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  that 
in  1819  Painter^  the  insolvent,  was  indebted  to  the 
PlaintifiP  in  25/.,  which  sum  is  sought  to  be  recovered 
by  this  suit.  In  May  1819  Painter  took  the  benefit 
of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  was  discharged 
from  prison.  It  is  alleged  that  he  had  no  estate  and  no 
assets ;  and  that  no  assignee  was  appointed,  other  than 
a  provisional  assignee.  After  his  discharge  he  acquired 
considerable  property,  perhaps  by  the  most  meritorious 
industry ;  but  I  must  observe,  that,  notwithstanding  this, 
he  had  a  moral  obligation  to  discharge  his  debts,  which 
was  as  high,  at  least,  as  any  other  duty  or  obligation.  He 
is  said  to  have  accumulated  3000/.,  and  he  died  in  1838, 
having  made  a  will  disposing  of  his  estate  in  favour  of 
the  Defendant,  who  is  now  his  legal  personal  represen- 
tative. In  this  state  of  things,  the  Plaintiff's  bill  is 
filed  to  have  his  debt,  and  the  other  debts  of  the  insol- 
vent which  are  similarly  circumstanced,  discharged  out 
of  such  part  of  his  assets  as  will  remain  after  satisfying 
his  debts  contracted  subsequently  to  the  insolvency.    To 

this 

(a)  The  subsequent  Insolvent      1  H^.  4.  c.  38. ;  2  &  3  H^4.  c.44.; 
Debtors'  Acts  are  1  G.4.  c.  3.;      6  &  7  W.  4.  c.  44.;   1  &  S  Vid. 
1  G.  4.  c.  119.;  3  G.A.  c.  123.;      c.  lia 
S  G.  4.  c.  61.;    7  G,4,   c,  57.; 
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this  bill  the  Defendant  has  demurred,  and  it  is  admitted        18  39. 
that  I  cannot  allow  this  demurrer  without  over-ruling  a 
solemn  decision  of  Sir  John  Leack^  in  which  this  very 
point  was  raised,  and,  whether  fully  argued  or  not,  was 
certainly  decided  by  him.     I  am  asked  to  over-rule  a 
case  so  decided,  which  although  it  has  not  been  directly 
under  discussion  has   nevertheless  been  several  times 
siDce  referred  to  without  disapprobation.    I  am  not,  it  is 
true,  absolutely  bound  by  a  single  decision  of  a  co-ordi- 
nate jurisdiction;  the  law  o(  England  not  only  allows  the 
review  of  any  judgment,  but  also  the  free  discussion  of 
the  propriety  of  any  legal  decision ;  and,  therefore,  I 
would  put  no  restraint  on  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant 
in  the  argument  of  the  case ;  but  a  solemn  decision  of  a 
competent  judge  is  by  no  means  to  be  disregarded,  and 
I  ought  not  to  over-rule  it  without  being  clearly  satisfied 
in  my  own  mind  that  the  decision  is  erroneous ;  my 
not  being  so  satisfied,  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  over- 
ruling this  demurrer,  thinking,  as  I  do,  that  \i  Barton  \. 
Tattersall  is  to  be  over-ruled,  it  should  be  over-ruled  by 
a  higher  tribunal. 

The  question,  however,  is  really  very  simple :  the  acts 
for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  were  intended  to  re- 
^t  them  irom  imprisonment,  and  were  not  intended 
to  discharge  their  after  acquired  estate.  The  insolvent 
was  left  at  liberty  to  acquire  additional  property,  which 
however  was  to  be  subject  to  his  debts  still  remaining  un- 
pnd:  an  application  was  indeed  to  be  made  to  the  Insol- 
'veot  Debtors'  Court  for  regulating  the  payment,  yet  it 
was  intended  that  the  debts  should,  if  possible,  be  paid ; 
^  I  thmk  that  a  main  feature  of  the  act  is,  that  the 
wier-acquired  assets  are  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the 
unpaid  debts,  the  moral  obligation  for  paying  which  re- 
^ns  the  same.  It  is  quite  unnecessary  in  this  case  to 
look  to  that  part  of  the  act  which  relates  to  the  liability 

of 
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of  the  after-acquired  assets  of  the  insolvent  during 
life,  the  only  part  to  be  referred  to  is  that  part  w 
relates  to  the  application  of  his  assets  after  hit 
and  for  which  purpose  it  was  intended  to  make  alalia 
the  judgment  and  recognizance ;  but  if  that  remedy 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery^ 
affording  a  remedy  where  there  is  a  right  is  not  ous 
and  if  the  remedy  in  the  other  Court  fails,  can  it 
said  that  this  Court  will  withhold  relief?    One  of 
principal  branches  of  its  jurisdiction  is  the  admini 
tion  of  assets,  and  in  this  case  there  are  debts  un 
and  assets  to  meet  them ;  there  is  als6  a  distinct  authoi 
for  applying  the  remedy  sought  by  the  bill;  I 
therefore  over-rule  the  demurrer. 


m 


This  case  has  been  heard  on  appeal  by  the  Lord  Chancellor^ 
no  judgment  has  yet  been  delivered. 
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ROBLEY  V.  ROBLEY.  July  «.  lo. 

^HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  certain  be-  Where  a  tes- 
quests  which  were  made  by  several  testamentary  distinct  gifts 

instruments  were  cumulative  or  substitutional.  ^y  ,^'!,^'*^^ 

codiciU  the 

presumption 

The  testator  havinir  by  his  will,  made  in  England  on  ".thatthesub. 

o    J  '         ^  •©  ^        ^      sequent  pfts 

uie  19th  of  January  1808,  made  provision  for  his  wife  are  addiuonal, 
«nd  children,  soon  afterwards  went  to  the  island  of  To-  J^^^f^cn 
^^go,  and  whilst  there  made  a  codicil  dated  the  18th  of  he  made  the 
^1812,  and  thereby  intending  to  provide  for  Edward  forgotten  the 

WiUianu  two  illeiritimate  children,  and  such  other  fjJTner,  and 
^  ,  did  not  mean 

ildren  as  he  might  have  by  Eliza  Mackenzie^  he  de-  to  make  the 

that  three  female  slaves  (which  he  gave  to  Eliza  ^^5  «^^«^  ^" 

^      ^  y  vain  or  in 

ckenzie  for  life)  and  their  increase  might  be  valued  substitution 

.  for  theformer; 

but  this  pre- 

vsption  may  be  strengthened  or  rebutted  by  any  circumstances  which,  by  just  infer- 

Bce  mid  presumption,  may  enable  the  Court  to  ascertain  the  real  intention  of  the 

pstator.    The  nature  of  the  l^acies  and  the  extent  of  interest  in  them  which  is 

*:vcn  are  very  material  circumstances,  but  the  Court  also  regards  the  situation  of 

>e  testator  with  respect  to  the  persons  for  whom  he  is  making  provision,  and  the 

other  directions  which  he  may  have  ^ven. 

A.  legacy  of  SOOOl^  subject  to  be  divested  if  the  legatee  should  die  before  attain- 

^■%  twenty-one  or  marriage,  would  not  be  considered  as  a  repetition  of  or  substi- 

^ition  for  two  legacies  of  lOOO/i  and  4000/.  not  subject  to  be  so  divested  and  given 

Py  a  subsequent  codicil. 

By  the  first  codicil,  the  testator  gave  to  his  illegitimate  daughter  PkUUs  an  annuity 

^'  lOO/L  a  year  and  a  sum  of  1000^.,  with  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  advance  350/. 

'^  her  benefit.    By  the  second  codicil  the  testator  merely  revoked  the  appointment 

^^*  trustee.    By  his  third  codicil  he  gave  Phillit  a  debt  of  1546/.  sterling,  a  legacy 

^^  loco/,  and  one  of  4000/.  when  his  estates  were  cleared  of  all  present  demands  on 

^l^^m.    By  a  fifth  codicil  he  charged  two  estates  with  5000/.  each  for  his  illegitimate 

^^ghters  PhUlis  and  Sylnl,  to  be  divested  on  their  dying  under  twenty-one  or  before 

|^^^i|tage.    By  a  subsequent  codicil  he  confirmed  his  will  and  the  second  codicil 

^J^ich  varied  the  trustees  only),  and  also  (though  inaccurately  describing  it)  the 

^h  codicil ;  and  after  reciting  that  he  had  by  one  or  both  of  the  codicils  to  his 

^^  will  m  a  sufficient  numner  provided  for  PhUlis,  he  gave  to  his  illegitimate 

^^^^^ters  Sybil  and  Clara  an  estate  similar  in  all  respects  to  that  which  bv  his 

'^  codicil  or  codicils  he  had  given  to  his  said  other  daughter,  and  he  declared 

tnat  S^  and  Clara  should  have  the  same  provision  as  he  had  made  for  his  other 

^ugbter:  Held,  that  the  legacies  were  not  cumulative,  and  that  the  daughters 

^ere  entitled  to  the  provision  made  by  the  fifth  codicil  only. 
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1839.  at  her  death,  and  that  the  value  of  them  might  be  divided 
among  the  children.  And  he  gave  to  each  of  the  chil- 
dren an  annuity  of  100/.,  to  be  paid  to  EUza  Mackenzie 
for  their  support  and  maintenance  until  they  respectively 
attained  twenty-one  years,  and  after  that  time  for  their 
own  use  and  benefit.  And  he  gave  to  his  brothers, 
George  and  Joseph  Bobley^  and  William  BrassneU^  in 
trust  for  his  natural  children,  the  sum  of  \0O0L  each, 
to  be  raised  as  soon  as  might  be  convenient  out  of  his 
estate,  and  to  be  paid  to  the  children  as  and  when  they 
respectively  attained  twenty-one ;  but  the  trustees  were 
permitted  to  make  an  advancement  of  250/.  for  the  benefit 
of  each  child. 

The  testator  made  a  second  codicil  to  his  will  on  the 
30th  o(  August  1813,  and  thereby  excluded  a  Mr.  Charles 
Brooke  from  being  an  executor  and  trustee  of  hb  will ; 
but  this  codicil  did  not  affect  the  interest  of  the  natural 
children. 

In  the  year  1814,  Edward  and  WHlianiy  the  two  ille- 
gitimate children  named  in  the  first  codicil,  died,  and  in 
1814  and  1815  two  other  children  named  Frederick  and 
Phillis  Saida  were  born ;  and  after  the  testator's  death 
the  first  codicil  was  found  with  the  names  of  Edward 
and  William  obliterated,  and  the  names  of  Frederick 
and  Phillis  Saida  substituted  instead  of  them.  The 
infant  Frederick  died  in  the  year  1816,  and  Phillis  Saida 
alone  survived.  In  this  state  of  things  the  testator 
made  a  third  codicil  dated  the  15th  o(  June  1817:  he 
thereby,  as  he  said,  re-executed  his  will  and  two  first 
codicils,  and  having  appointed  James  Cunningham  an 
executor  and  trustee  of  his  will  and  estate,  he  proceeded 
to  i^point  him  guardian  and  trustee  of  his  natural 
daughter  Phillis  Saida  and  any  other  natural  child  he 
might  have,  in  which  trust  he  joined  his  cousin,  Paul 
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Knelitr  Smith  ;  and  reciting  that  he  had  in  the  hands  of       1839. 

his    said  cousin  1546/.  sterling  besides  interest  thereon, 

be  ^ave  the  same  to  his  natural  daughter  PhiUis  Saida^ 

Bud    in  the  event  of  her  decease  to  her  mother,  Eliza 

Hintdenzie ;  and  in  the  same  codicil  he  afterwards  gave 

the  liirther  sum  of  10002.  sterling  to  PhiUis  Saida^  and 

^hen  his  estates  were  cleared  of  all  present  demands 

upon  them,  incurred  by  him  or  charged  upon  them  by 

bun,  the  further  sum  of  4000/.  sterling. 

The  testator  made  a  fourth  codicil  dated  the  1 8th  of 
June  1817,  which  had  no  bearing  on  the  present  ques- 
tion. 

In  the  year  1818  the  testator  had  another  natural 
daughter  called  Si^lf  and  he  made  a  fifth  codicil  dated 
and  signed  the  9th  of  January  1819,  but  which  was  re- 
executed  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses  on  the  26th 
^f  October  1821,  and  thereby,  after  reciting  that  he  had 
purchased  two  estates  and  certain  slaves,  he  expressed 
Umself  as  follows :  viz.  ^^  Now  I  do  hereby  declare 
that  the  said  two  estates  and  the  slaves  now  thereon 
(about  312)  are  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
niy  last  will,  with  this  further  proviso  and  condition,  that 
they  are  expressly  charged  with  the  two  severai  sums  of 
^WiL  to  James  Cunningham  and  Paul  Knelier  Smithy 
their  executors  and  administrators,  in  trust  for  my  two 
natural  daughters,  PhiUis  Saida  and  Sybil  (lately  bom), 
^  he  paid  when  and  as  soon  as  my  executors  may  deem 
't  convenient  to  my  estate,  and  that  in  the  mean  time 
^  said  two  sums  shall  bear  interest,  and  the  said  in- 
^^^t  be  annually  paid  from  the  time  of  my  decease,  the 
^terest  to  be  applied  for  their  support  and  education  in 
^^gland  or  the  United  States^  and  the  principal  shall 
^  paid  to  them  when  twenty-one  years,  or  married  with 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  trustees.     And,  if  this 
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18S9.  my  bequest  should,  for  want  of  any  legel  formality  oi 
otherwise,  not  be  e£fectual  to  charge  these  estates,  J 
hereby  declare  that  the  said  two  legacies  and  the  in« 
terest  to  grow  due  thereon  shall  be  a  charge  on  m} 
whole  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  and  payable  there* 
out ;  but  if  either  dies  before  twenty^one  or  marriage,  bei 
share  shall  sink  into  my  personal  estate^  and  also  i 
either  dies  making  no  will." 

Another  daughter,  Claras  was  bom  in  1821,  and  the 
testator  afterwards  made  a  sixth  codicil  dated  th< 
twenty-sixth  of  October  1821,  which  was  as  follows :  — 

I  do  hereby  make  and  publbh  these  presents,  as  anc 
for  a  codicil  to  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,  Joh 
BobUy^  bearing  date  in  the  month  o{  Decewtber  1807  oi 
in  the  month  of  January  1808,  and  desire  that  thesi 
presents  may  be  annexed  to  and  taken  as  parcel  of  tbi 
same  will.  And  I  hereby  confirm  and  repoblbh  mj 
said  will,  and  the  sereral  codicils  thereto  respectiTeli 
bearing  date  in  or  about  Amgiai  1813  and  in  or  abon 
Jammary  1818,  by  me  made  and  executed,  and  intendec 
to  be  taken  as  parcel  of  and  annexed  to  the  same  will 
And  whereas,  in  and  by  one  or  both  of  the  codicil 
to  my  salid  will,  I  hare  in  a  sufficient  manner  proridei 
for  my  natural  daughter  miiis  Saida,  therein  deacribei 
by  Eliza  JUadteivae  RobUy  of  the  said  island,  and  an 
desirous  of  making  similar  proiisioo  for  my  other  diil 
dren  by  the  said  Eliza  since  that  time  bom,  I  A 
therefore  givc^  derise  and  bequeath  to  my  said  ocbe 
daughters  by  the  said  £/ua,  named  Sybil  and  Clara 
and  toeadiof  them,  an  estate  similar  in  all  respects  t 
that  which  by  my  said  codicil  or  codicils  I  haTe  given 
derised  and  bequeathed  to  my  said  other  daughter  b; 
the  said  Elisa  ;  and  I  do  herebv  dedare  that  the  sail 
^M  and  CXom,  and  eadi  of  tbem»  shall  have  the  sank 
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provision  as  I  have  made  for  my  said  other  daughter;        1889. 

and  further,  that  the  said  provision  for  the  said  l^bil 
auid  Clara  shall  be  charged  and  chargeable  upon  and 
pajrable  out  of  my  property  in  the  same  manner,  in  all  re- 
as  the  provision  for  my  other  daughter  aforesaid. 


o  this  codicil  there  was  added  a  memorandum,  to 
the  effect  that  the  codicil  therein  mentioned  to  bear 
clcLte  in  the  month  of  January  1818  was  not  duly 
Attested  to  pass  real  estates,  and  that  it  was  then  re* 
^3cecuted  by  the  testator. 

TThe  testator  died  in  November  1821,  leaving  his 
^Aughters  PhiUis  Saida^  Sybil  and  Clara  him  surviving, 
^ut  Clara  afterwards  died  an  infant. 

-Xhe  question  was,  whether  the  several  gifts  to  the 
^^stator's  illegitimate  daughters  were  cumulative  or  sub- 
stitutional. 

Idr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Puller ^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended  that  each  of  the  daughters  was  entitled  to  5000/. 
^^ly,  being  the  amount  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  fifth 
^^^licil :  they  cited  Benyon  v.  Benyon  (a),  Warren  v. 
^^anrren  (6),  Fay  v.  Fqy  (c),   Osborne  v.  The  Duke  of 

Sir  C.  WethereU  and  Mr.  J(An  Romilly^  for  Phillis 

^^da^  and  Mr.  KindersUy  for  Sybils  contended  that  the 

6(*fts  were  cumulative,  and  that  the  daughters  were  en- 

^tled  to  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  several  legacies 

Riven  by  the  different  codicils:   they  cited  BaiUie  v. 

^^Uterfield  (^),  Hodges  v.  Peacock  (^),  Wray  v.  Field  (A), 

Mackenzie 

l«)  17  Ve9.  54.  (rf)  5  r«.369. 

(6)  1  B.  C.  C.  505.  {e)  1  Cor,  592. 

(c)  1  B.  C.  C.  593.  n.      8.  C.  (g)  5  Yet.  755. 

I  CfHtf  165.  {h)  9  Ruu.  257. 
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Mackenzie  v.  Mackenzie  {a\  Watson  v.  Reed  (fi),  Gordon 
V.  Hqffinan  {c)f  Ch^  y.  Sharp  {d)j  The  AUomof-General 
V.  George,  (e) 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Sharpe^  for  the  executors. 


Jm/jt  10.  TA^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  argued  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  gifts 
made  by  the  testator,  John  RoUey^  in  fiivour  of  his 
natural  children,  by  several  codicils  annexed  to  his  will, 
are  cumulative,  or  whether  upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  codicils,  the  last  gift  is  not  to  be  taken  in  substi- 
tution for  the  former.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  will, 
and  the  first,  second  and  third  codicils.] 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  by  the  first  oodictl,  the 
annuity  of  lOO/.  was  to  be  paid  to  the  mother  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  children  during  their 
minorities  ami  that  the  two  RobUifi  (the  brothers)  and 
nitiiam  BmssnM  wene  trustees  of  the  portions  of  1000/., 
and  had  power  to  advance  250L  for  eadi  child  out  of 
its  portion ;  and  that  the  third  codicil,  ahhoi^  il  por- 
ports  to  n^-execute  the  first,  takes  no  nodce  whatever  of 
the  provision  thereby  made  for  any  of  his  natural  chil- 
dnNk  or  for  the  provision  thereby  made  for  PkiOisSai^ 
if  her  name  w;fe$  then  substituted  for  that  of  JfSlimm  in 
the  first  cvx&iU  bnt  proceeds  as  if  no  pievioiB  provision 
had  been  made*  to  appoint  guardsans  and  trmstees  and 
lo  give  to  iHiiZ»  Sriuu  a 
aad  other  peouuarr  limeades  of  greafier 
tqsacifc?  given  by  the  first 
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'  Ifwe  T^rd  only  the  nature  and  amount  of  the  lega-        16S9. 
Gi«  given  by  the  two  instruments)  I  think  that  the     ^^  ^^^ 
l^acies  given  by  the  third  codicil  would  not,  according  «. 

to  the  rules  acted  upon  by  this  Court,  be  considered  as 
a  substitution  for  the  legacies  given  by  the  first  codicil. 
The  specific  legacy  of  1546/.,  and  the  two  further  lega- 
cies of  1000/.  and  4000/.  without  power  of  advancement, 
would  not  I  think  be  considered  as  a  substitution  for 
the  reversionary  value  of  three  slaves  and  their  increase, 
for  the  annuity  of  100/.  and  for  the  legacy  of  1000/. 
with  power  to  advance  250/. ;  but  cases  of  this  kind  are 
to  be  determined  by  presumptions,  and  we  must  look  to 
all  the  circumstances. 

When  a  testator  makes  distinct  gifts  by  distinct  co- 
dicils, the  presumptions  are  that  the  gifts  made  by  the 
subsequent  codicils  are  additional  to  those  made  by  the 
former,  and  that  the  testator  when  he  made  the  last  had 
not  forgotten  the  former,  and  did  not  mean  to  make  the 
last  either  in  vain  or  in  substitution  for  the  former;  but 
these  are  only  presumptions,  and  they  may  be  strength- 
ened or  rebutted  by  any  circumstances  which  by  just 
inference  and  presumption  may  enable  us  to  ascertain 
^hat  the  intention  of  the  testator  really  was.   The  nature 
^the  legacies  and  the  extent  of  interest  in  them  which 
'^  given,  are  very  material  circumstances,  but  we  must 
^^  regard  the  situation  of  the  testator  with  respect  to 
^ne  persons  for  whom  he  is  making  provision,  and  the 
other  directions  which  he  may  have  given.    This  tes- 
^*tor  had  placed  himself  in  loco  parentis  with  regard  to 
^^    children  of  Eliza  Mackenzie^  and  he  was  making 
'^'"^vision  for  them  as  for  his  own  children,  and  the  fact 
his  having  appointed  trustees  and  guardians  with 
^^^I'ence  to  the  provision  he  was  making  by  the  third 
^^dicil,  and  omitted  to  notice  the  trustees  which  he  had 
^PlH>inted  by  the  first  codicil,  and  the  provisions  thereby 
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made,  cannot  be  immaterial  in  the  consideration  of  the 
question,  whether  the  two  provisions  were  to  be  accu- 
mulative, or  the  last  was  to  be  taken  in  substitution  for 
the  first.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  testator  intended 
to  have  at  the  same  time  one  set  of  trustees  for  the 
provision  made  by  the  third  codicil,  and  another  set  of 
trustees  for  a  distinct  sum  of  1000/L  given  by  the  first 
codicil, — that  Mr.  Cunningham  and  Mr.  Smiih  should 
be  guardians  and  trustees,  whilst  the  power  of  ad- 
vancing 250/.  was  vested  in  the  two  RobUjfi  and  Brass^ 
nellf  and  whilst  under  a  positive  direction  in  the  first 
codicil,  the  mother  was  to  receive  the  annuity  of  lOOL 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  children. 


[His  Lordship  stated  the  fourth  codicil  of  the  18th  of 
June  1817,  the  birth  oi  Sybils  and  the  fifth  codicil  of  the 
9th  o{Jarmafy  1819,  and  proceeded.] 


Upon  this  codicil  it  may  be  observed,  that  if  we  re« 
gard  only  the  legacies  and  the  interest  in  them  which  is 
given  to  the  legatees,  a  legacy  of  5000/.,  subject  to  be 
divested  if  the  legatee  should  die  before  attaining 
twenty-one  or  marriage,  would  not  be  considered  as  a 
repetition  of  or  substitution  for  two  legacies  of  1000/. 
and  4000/.  not  subject  to  be  so  divested,  but  the  fifth 
codicil  appears  to  make  a  complete  and  reasonable  pro- 
vision  for  the  children;  interest  on  the  charges  is  to 
accrue  from  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  to  be 
applied  for  the  support  and  education  of  the  children, 
and  the  legacies  themselves,  as  soon  as  the  executor  may 
deem  it  convenient  to  the  estate,  are  to  be  paid  to  the 
legatees  on  attaining  twenty-one  or  marrying,  and  are 
only  to  be  divested  in  case  of  death  before  twenty-one 
or  marriage.  This  is  in  its  nature  reasonable,  and  the 
directions  comprised  in  it,  particularly  that  which  orders 
the  interest  to  be  applied  for  the  support  and  main* 
tenance  of  the  children  in  England  or  the  United  SUUeSj 

are 
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are  scarcely  consistent  with  the  co-exbtence  of  the  di- 

i^«<^on  in  the  first  codicil,  that  the  annuity  of  100/.  for 

the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  children  should  be 

P^  to  Eliza  Mackenzie.    It  does,  however,  appear  to 

^  that  upon  the  construction  of  the  first,  second  and 

filUi  codicils,  and  having  regard  to  the  presumptions 

•nd  indications  of  intention  on  which  this  Court  relies, 

tbe  question  would  in  this  case  have  been  very  doubtfuL 

fiat  the  case  does  not  rest  here:  another  daughter, 

Clsrn,  was  born  in  the  year  1821,  and  the  sixth  codicil 

h  dated  the  26th  day  of  October  in  that  year.     In  this 

codicil  the  testator  expresses  himself  thus :  [His  Lord* 

ship  stated  that  part  of  the  codicil  by  which  the  testator 

confirmed  and  republished  his  will,  and  the  several 

codicils  stated  to  bear  date  in  or  about  August  1813 

and  in  or  about  January  1818,  and  proceeded.] 


18S9. 


From  this  first  passage  and  the  uncertainty  and  in* 
accuracy  with  which  the  testator  mentions  the  dates,  it 
would  seem  that  he  had  not  the  will  and  the  codicils 
refisrred  to  before  him  at  the  time  when  this  codicil 
was  written,  but  from  the  fact  appearing  that  the  co« 
dicil  of  January  1819  was  re-executed  on  the  day  of 
the  date  of  the  sixth  codicil,  it  seems  clear  that  the  co- 
dicil of  the  9th  o(  January  1819  was  tbe  one  referred  to, 
and  was  before  the  testator  at  the  time  when  the  sixth 
codicil  was  executed.  The  codicil  of  August  1813  re- 
moved Mr.  Brooke  from  being  an  executor  and  trustee, 
and  was  important  to  be  noticed  when  the  will  was  re- 
published and  confirmed,  but  it  did  not  mention  the 
children.  The  codicil  of  the  9th  oi  January  1819  con- 
tained the  particular  provision  I  have  mentioned,  com- 
plete in  itself,  but  so  made  and  expressed  as  to  make  it 
doubtful  whether  that  provision  was  all  or  only  part  of 
that  which  the  testator  intended  the  children  to  have; 
and  the  sixth  codicil,  afler  containing  a  devise  not  ma- 
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terial  on  this  occasion,  proceeds  as  follows :  [His  Lord* 
ship  stated  the  remainder  of  the  sixth  codicil.] 

And  upon  this  codicil  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  tea- 
tator,  referring  to  the  provision  which  he  has  made  fiir 
PhiUis  Saida  by  the  fifth  codicil,  and  thus  expressly 
reciting  that  he  has  thereby  sufficiently  provided  for  her, 
makes  his  intention  clear  that  he  did  not  intend  her  to 
have  that  provision,  which  in  itself  he  considered  saflB- 
cient,  in  addition  to  other  provisions  mentioned  in  former 
codicils  to  which  he  did  not  refer.  Wishing  to  provide 
for  his  three  natural  daughters,  and  seeming  to  think, 
when  the  sixth  codicil  was  written,  ihsLt,PhiUis  Saida 
only  was  provided  for  by  the  fifth,  he  refers  to  that 
codicil,  recites  that  he  thought  the  provision  Uiereby 
made  for  her  sufficient,  and  desires  that  Sybil  and  Clara 
may  be  in  all  respects  made  equal  to  her ;  and  whatever 
doubts  may  arise  upon  the  former  codicils,  I  think  that 
the  sixth  codicil  sufficiently  indicates,  that  the  several 
gifts  are  not  cumulative ;  and  that  PhiUis  Saida  and 
Sybil  are  only  entitled  to  the  provision  made  for  them 
by  the  fifth  codicil. 


March  28. 
Aug,  7. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  SHEARMAN. 


nnHE  facts  of  this  case  are  stated  in  the  judgment  of 
•*•    the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


This  Court 
has  authority 
to  exercise  a 
discretion  in 
chanty  cases ; 
and  where  it 
appears  that 
the  prose- 
cution of 
accounts  and 

inquiries  would  not  be  beneiicial|  but  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  charity,  the 
Court  will  refuse  them.  The  Court  also  discourages  long  and  expensite  litigation 
in  charity  cases  for  matters  of  small  value. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  for  the  relators 
contended  that  the  lease  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the 

Master 
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Master  of  the  Rolls,  though  signed  by  a  majority  of  the        1839. 
trustees,  was  a  nullity,  and  that  the  rent  was  inadequate.      '^^^^"^ 
They  asked  that  the  lease  might  be  declared  void,  that    Attornky- 
a  reference  might  be  made  to  the  Master  for  the  appoint-        ^nk^al 
ment  of  new  trustees,  and  that  the  representatives  of   SHEAaMAn* 
John  Shearman  might  be  charged  with  the  sums  referred 
to  in  the  judgment  of  Uie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and 
onight  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  contra. 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper^  for  Mr.  Ward^  one  of  the  trustees. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^^g*  7. 

This  is  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-General, 
At  the  relation  oi  James  Hirrell  Limmer  and  JoKn  NichoUs^ 
against  John  Shearman  and  others,  praying  that  the  De- 
fendants John  Shearman  and  his  son,  and  such  others  as 
^o  the  Court  might  think  proper,  might  be  removed  from 
'^ing  trustees  of  the  charity  estates  in  question ;  that  in 
^^e  of  need,  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  rents 
I'eceived  by  the  Defendants,  and  particularly  by  John 
^carman;  that  it  might  be  declared  that  John  Shearman 
^%ht  to  account  for  monies  charged  by  him  for  land 
^9  repairs  and  other  outgoings;  that  if  the  estate 
^^glit  not  to  be  vested  in  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
^>^  new  trustees  might  be  appointed ;  that  a  lease 
^«ted  the  18th  of  August  1826  might  be  declared  to  be 
mva.lid,  and  might  be  set  aside  and  cancelled ;  that  the 
Defendants  Isaac  Last  and  Henry  Last  might  pay 
S'»  125.  6(/.,  or  such  other  annual  sum,  by  way  of  in- 
creased rent,  as  might  seem  just;  and  for  further  relief. 

This 
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1839.  This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  present 

Lord  Chancellor  when  he  was  Master  of  the  Rollsy  and 
on  the  6th  oi  June  1835  he  decreed,  that  as  to  the  De- 
fendants Isaac  Last  and  Henry  Last^  the  information 
Shbakman.  should  be  dismissed  with  costs ;  and  that  the  informo* 
tion,  except  so  far  as  it  sought  to  have  a  scheme  ap* 
proved  for  the  future  management  and  application  of  the 
charity  estate,  should  be  dismissed  as  against  all  the 
other  Defendants,  without  costs ;  and  he  referred  it  to 
the  Master,  to  approve  of  a  proper  scheme  for  the  future 
management  and  application  of  the  charity  estates,  and 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 


The  relators  not  being  satisfied  with  this  decree,  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  have  the  cause  reheard  at  the  Rolls ; 
it  would,  I  think,  have  been  better  if  they  had  taken  the 
case  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  himself,  as  they  had 
the  opportunity  of  doing ;  but  conceiving  that  they  had 
a  right  to  adopt  the  course  they  have  (}one,  I  have  con- 
sidered the  whole  case. 

The  nature  of  the  charity  and  the  mode  in  which  its 
funds  have  been  applied,  make  it  clear  that  a  scheme 
mu$t  be  provided  for  the  future  management  and  appli- 
cation of  the  property;  and  that  part  of  the  decree  which 
directs  a  reference  for  that  purpose  is  not  complained  of. 

A  part  of  the  charity  estate  consisted  of  a  farm  which, 
on  the  4th  of  August  1813,  had  been  let  to  Isaac  Laslf 
for  a  term  of  fifteen  years  from  Michaelmas  1812,  at  a 
rent  of  52L  a  year. 


It  seems  that  some  time  before,  or  in  the  year  1826, 
the  Defendant  John  Sfiearman  had,  by  some  means,  and, 
as  it  is  said,  by  means  of  his  connections  among  the 
other  trustees,  acquired  a  great  influence  and  ascendancy 
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in  the  management  of  the  charity  property;  it  is  stated        18S9. 
that  he  wished  to  have  all  his  own  way,  and  would  not     ^^mu*^^ 
submit  to  any  control  of  the  other  trustees  over  whom    Attornby- 
he  had  not  influence :  this  conduct,  no  doubt  improper,      Gsnbral 
^ery  naturally  gave  offence  to  Mr.  Ward^  another  trustee,    Sbxabmait. 
w^ho  justly  thought  that  he  and  the  other  trustees  ought 
to   be  consulted  in  the  management  and  application  of 
the  proper^.    Under  these  circumstances  disputes  and 
q^ujrrek  arose. 

In  1826  there  were  eleven  trustees,  John  Shearman 
siTid  his  son  George,  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Chenery^ 
f9^iam  Darby,  Francis  Scotchmer,  Mileson  Edgar,  John 
J^ard,  Freeston  Hawman,  John  Kerry,  and  another 
Cjrtorge  Shearman. 

John  Shearman,  being  in  the  management  of  the  pro- 
perty, about  Jtdy  1826  appears  to  have  agreed  to  grant 
a  new  lease  of  the  farm  to  Isaac  Last  and  his  son  Henry 
Last;  and  Isaac  Last,  according  to  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
^I'ench,  the  solicitor  to  the  trustees,  called  on  Mr.  French, 
^d  at  the  request  of  John  Shearman,  as  he  stated,  or- 
^^ed  lAu  French  to  prepare  a  lease,  similar  in  every 
'^pect  to  the  then  subsisting  lease,  except  that  the  name 
^  -Henry  Last  was  to  be  added  as  joint  lessee.     Mr. 
^^nch  accordingly  prepared  the  lease,  and  Henry  Last 
^Iled  for  it  and  took  it  away,  as  he  said,  to  get  it  exe* 
cut^j  by  the  trustees;  and  the  trustees  having  been 
^lled  upon  for  the  purpose,  it  appears  to  have  been 
^^^cuted  by  John  Shearman  and  George  his  son,  by  the 
^'"^o  Chenerys  and  by  Darby  and  Scotchmer :  Mr.  Ward 
^^f^sed  to  sign  because  he  had  not  been  consulted,  and 
"^^^^ause  he  did  not  know  on  what  terms  it  had  been 
m^^e;  Kerry  and  George  Shearman  the  shopkeeper  re- 
i^m^  because  Ward  did,  and  Mr.  Edgar  and  Mr.  Haao^ 
i>^n  also  refused ;  but  the  lease  having  been  executed 

by 
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by  a  majority  of  the  trustees,  tlie  two  Lasts  have  belt 
the  (arm  accordingly. 


9. 


Mr.  Ward  having  been  informed  of  the  new  lease,  con- 
SuEAmMAN.  sidered  as  to  the  means  of  setting  it  aside :  a  meeting  of 
the  dissentient  trustees  was  held  on  the  9th  of  October 
1826;  they  acted  as  if  the  new  lease  were  invalid,  and 
resolved  that  the  churchwardens  should  take  immediate 
steps  for  letting  the  farm.  This  meeting,  however,  does 
not  appear  to  have  produced  any  result;  and  on  the  22d 
of  March  1827,  a  meeting  of  eight  trustees  was  held  and 
attended  by  Mr.  Ward  and  Mr.  Edgar^  two  of  the  dis* 
sentients,  and  by  the  six  who  had  signed  the  new  lease. 
At  this  meeting  the  trustees  resolved  as  follows :  —  Re- 
solved that  the  farm  at  present  occupied  by  Isaac  Last 
is,  in  the  estimation  of  the  trustees  here  present,  worth, 
to  be  let,  255.  per  acre.  Resolved  that  the  whole  pro- 
perty described  in  the  feoffment  of  1813,  be  surveyed 
and  mapped  by  Mr.  John  Hayward  of  Stoke.  Resolved 
that  the  farm  now  occupied  by  Last^  when  surveyed  and 
mapped,  be  offered  to  him  at  the  before-mentioned  rent 
of  25s.  per  acre,  for  the  term  of  eight  years  from 
Michaelmas  next.  Resolved  that  the  last  Monday  in 
February  every  year  be  the  day  for  auditing  the  accounts 
of  the  above  charity ;  and  that  the  meeting  be  held  at  the 
sign  of  The  Bottles^  in  Occold,  and  that  Mr.  John  Shear^ 
man  be  appointed  trustee  to  receive  the  rent  due  on 
Lady-day  in  each  year. 

These  resolutions  seem  to  assume  that  the  lease 
which  six  of  the  trustees  had  granted  to  the  Lasts 
might  be  got  rid. of;  and  they  would  scarcely  be.intel- 
ligible,  if  we  did  not  bear  in  mind,  that  the  farm  was 
estimated  to  contain  only  forty-two  acres,  which,  at  25s. 
an  acre,  would  amount  to  52/.  lOs.  6d.  per  annum,  only 
105.  more  than  the  rent  reserved  in  Idisfs  leasee  and 

that 
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ttB£i.^    Shearman  swears,  that  in  his  belief,  a  survey  of  the  1889. 

£sLX*KKE    would  prove,  that  the  quantity  did  not  exceed  ^"^1^1^^*^ 

_  The 

lc>artjr-two  acres.  Attorney-- 

GSNBEAL 

^A^lie  survey  was  made  in  1827,  and  it  appeared  that  Shxaeman. 
land  contained  46  acres  2  roods  and  17  perches, 
Lcrh,  at  25s.  an  acre,  would  have  produced  58/.  Sf. 


does  not  appear  what,  if  any,  steps  were  taken  in 
^^^uence  of  the  survey.  Mr.  Hayward  states  that 
Shearman  accompanied  him  during  part  of  the 
tivn^  of  his  surveying  the  farm,  but  that  he  did  not 
cc^Kximunicate  the  result  to  John  and  George  Shearman^ 
s  two  ChenerySj  or  any  of  them ;  he  valued  the  farm 
^nrorth  58/.  a  year  to  let. 

*X^he  Lasis  continued  in  the  possession  and  to  pay  the 

to  John  Shearman^  who  received  it,  and  appears  to 

made  various  allowances  for  repairs  and  other- 

;  and  this  state  of  things  continued  till  the  inform- 

was  filed  on  the  14th  of  Jfoy,  five  years  after  the 

had  been  made. 


"^A^hat  is  in  substance  prayed  for  is,  that  the  trustees 
^^V^o  signed  the  lease  may  be  removed,  that  the  lease 
be  set  aside,  that  the  Lasis j  in  addition  to  the 
t.  they  have  paid,  may  pay  a  further  annual  sum  of 
'M2s*  6c/.,  and  that  John  Shearman  may  be  charged 
the  sums  allowed  for  repairs  and  outgoings. 


t  does  not  appear  to  me  that  any  case  is  made 
Inst  the  Lasts;  they  have   held  and  are  holding 
er  a  lease  executed  by  six  out  of  the  eleven  trustees ; 
^^^te  is  no  pretence  of  fraud  or  concealment  on  their 
^^M;  the  only  complaint  against  them  is,  that  they  took 

a  lease 


The 
Attormxy- 

GSMSBAL 

Shsabmah. 
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a  lease  which  five  trustees  refused  to  sign ;  there  is 
evidence  of  any  notice  being  given  to  them  by  the  dis- 
senting trustees,  and  in  fact  they  paid  their  rent  t 
John  Shearman^  who  was  formally  appointed  receiver  iirr 
March  1827:  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  inform — 
ation  was  rightly  dismissed  with  Costs,  as  against  Isaacs 
Last  and  Henry  Last. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  John  Shearman  onghf^ 
to  have  been  charged  with  any  sum  greater  than  52/L 
which  he  might  have  received  for  rent,  or  with  any 
sums  improperly  allowed  for  repairs  and  outgoings. 

As  for  the  rent,  it  is  in  this,  as  in  so  many  other 
cases,  doubtful  upon  the  evidence,  whether  more  than 
52/.  could  have  been  properly  and  prudently  demanded 
or  insisted  upon;  though  Mr.  Watting  says  he  offered 
70/.,  and  Last  himself  was  willing  to  give  62/.  rather 
than  quit;  it  may  not  have  been  prudent  to  insist  on 
more  than  52/L 

The  allowances  seem  to  have  been  considerably  more 
than  appear  upon  the  evidence  to  be  justified ;  they  do 
not  appear  to  have  been  a  subject  of  complaint  till  the 
information  was  filed ;  the  grievance,  as  George  Shear-^ 
man  the  shopkeeper  says  in  his  evidence,  'was»  that 
John  Shearman  wished  to  do  every  thing  his  own  way ; 
Mr.  Hawmanj  Mr.  Edgar  and  Mr.  Kerry  were  dis- 
satisfied because  of  his  persisting  to  do  every  thing  his 
own  way ;  but  the  witness  recollects  no  disapprobation 
or  dissatisfaction  as  to  the  application  and  appropri- 
ation of  the  rents ;  Mr.  JVartTs  evidence  is  to  the  same 
•  effect. 


This  may  be  in  part  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that 
accounts  were  not  rendered  to  the  trustees;  but  John 

Shearman 
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jSkearman  in  his  answer  expressly  states^  that  every  year, 
^B^boat  Easier  Monday^  he  submitted  his  accounts  to  the 
SMispection  and  examination  of  the  churchwardens  at  a 
<stry  meeting  held  in  the  parish,  and  be  states  in  his 
Mt  answer  that  his  account?,  up  to  the  month  of  April 
^50,  were  regularly  entered  at  his  request  in  the 
2aurchwarden's  book,  and  this  appears  from  the  books 
Aave  been  the  case,  so  that  the  application  of  the 
^s  was  known,  and  the  proof  given  by  the  relators, 
E;  there  was  no  dissatisfaction,  is  material. 


18S9. 


The 

Attornbt- 

Gen£eal 

Sbbarmam. 


ut  not  considering  it  to  be  proved,  that  the  rent 

the  best  that  could  have  been  obtained,  or  that  the 

were  strictly  applied  as  they  ought  to  have  been, 

question  arises,  whether  in  such  a  case  as  this, 

ing  regard  to  the  amount  which  is  in  contest,  to  the 

:umstances  under  which  the  information  originated, 

to  the  probability  of  obtaining  any  benefit  for  the 

ity,  accounts  and  inquiries  ought  now  to  be  di- 


\  have  no  doubt  that  the  Court  has  authority  to 
rcise  a  discretion,  and  that,  from  the  absence  of  any 
ft^ctual  check  elsewhere,    it  has  become  absolut^y 

for  the  interests  of  charities,  that  such  dis- 
n  should  be  exercised  in  proper  cases. 


^fy  predecessor  has  shewn  by  his  decree  that  he 
sidered  this  to  be  a  proper  case  for  the  interposition 
the  Court,  and  on  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts 
^^^'^^ved,  I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 


am  of  opinion  that  a  prosecution  of  the  accounts 
inquiries  which  are  sought  by  this  information 
vo^ld  be  prejudicial  and  not  beneficial  to  the  charity, 
^'^less  more  effectual  means  than  the  Court  possesses 

could 
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could  be  found,  of  altogether  relieving   the  charity^ 
from  costs  and  other  prejudice  to  arise  from  the  pro*- 
longed  litigation  in  a  matter  of  such  small  value;  it;, 
consequently  appears  to  me  that  I  ought  not  to  distarl> 
the  decree  which  has  been  made.    I  think  it  quit^ 
proper  to  discourage  long  and  expensive  litigation  in^ 
charity  cases  for  matters  of  such  small  value,  and 
menced  under  such  circumstances  as  appear  in  thi 
instance.     On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  d 
cree  ought  to  be  confirmed,  and  that  the  relators  oughf:^ 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  rehearing. 


July  A. 


BAKER  V.  NEWTON. 
NEWTON  V.  RICHARDS. 


Bequest  of 
money  and 
leaseholds  to 
VLfeme  9ole 
**  for  her  own 
absolute  us^ 
without 


npHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  the  2d  December  18S5, 

"^    bequeathed  as  follows :  —  "I  give  and  bequeath  to 

my  natural  daughter  Harriet  Gouthey^  now  called  Har^' 

riet  Richards^  25,000/.  and  my  house  No.  4.  Clarendon 

,,    Place^  with  the  whole  of  the  furniture  plate  china  irlass 
liberty  to  sell        .  ^  ° 

orasugndur^    wmes  CLC.  jor  ner  awn  absolute  nse^  mthotd  liberty  to 

Hdd^hiS'she  ^^^^^^  ^^^^^  during  her  natural  life.     To  my  dear  wife, 

took  the  pro>    Ellen  Elizabeth  Mary  Richards^   the  residue  and   re- 
perty  abso-  .    , 

lutely,  without  mainder 

power  of  dis- 
position during  her  life. 

A  testator  by  his  will  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  wife.  By  a  codicil, 
''  instead  of  giving  the  whole  of  bis  property,  after  the  legacies  were  paid,  to  hit 
wife,"  be  bequentbed  10,000/1,  the  interest  of  which  to  be  paid  her  for  life,  **  and 
then  to  go  to  his  dai^hter,  and  his  house  and  furniture,  plate,  wines,  &c.  at  JT.  J7., 
in  short,  the  whole  of  his  property  at  his  decease,  except  carriage  and  horses,  and 
his  gold  repeater ;  and  it  was  his  further  wish  that  she  might  continue  in  either 
house,  but  not  to  change,  and  having  the  use  of  the  same  durine  her  life,  wines, 
spirits,  &c  included:  Held,  that  the  gift  by  the  codicil,  beyond  tne  10,000/.,  was 
Toid  for  uncertainty. 
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sunder  of  my  estate  and  effects  of  what  nature  and 


4ii 


soever; 


9f 


The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will  on  the  same 
f  but  which  he  afterwards  cancelled. 


Xn  Augua  1837  the  testator's  daughter  Harriet  mar- 
Mr.  Kelly^  and  on  the  2d  of  October  in  the  same 
the  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will  in  the  follow- 
terms :  —  ^  Codicil.     I  revoke  that  part  of  my  will 
lead  of  giving  the  whole  of  my  property  after  the 
^^^^acies  are  paid  to   my  wife  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
l^^BT  10,000/.  to  be  invested  in  the  funds  in  the  names  of 
*^»KgaA  Newton^  Frederic  Kelly    and  Edward  Savage 
-^^^dletfj  the  interest  of  which  shall  be  paid  to  her  during 
^^^'K'  life  and  then  to  go  to  my  daughter  now  Harriet 
^^^^f  and  my  house  and  furniture  plate  wines  &c.  at 
'^S«  Kif2^s  Road  Brighton^  in  short  the  whole   of  my 
V^operty  at  my  decease   except  carriages  and  horses 
^nd  my  gold  repeater,   and  it  is  my  further  wish  that 
uie  may  continue  in  either  house  (but  not  to  change)  and 
^ve  the  use  of  the  same  during  her  natural  life  wines 
spirits  &a  included  "(a) 

The  testator  died  in  October  1837. 

The  first  question  was  as  to  the  interest  which  the 
testator^s  daughter  Harriet  took  in  the  legacy  of  25,000/. 
On  the  one  hand  it  was  contended,  that  she  took  a  life 
interest  only,  and  that  the  words  *^  during  her  natural 
life ''  limited  the  extent  of  her  enjoyment  of  the  bequest 
made  to  her;  and  on  the  other  hand  it  was  argued,  that 
she  took  an  absolute  interest,  and  that  these  words  re- 
stricted, during  her  life,  her  power  of  disposition,  so 

that, 

(a)  The  punctuadon  of  these  passagei  hai  been  compared  with 
ihe  original  wilL 

Vol.  II.  / 
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1839.       that,  during  her  life,  the  property  was  to  be  held  by  hor 
without  power  of  anticipation. 

The  next  question  arose  on  the  codicil,  and  as  to 
what  interest,  beyond  the  life  and  reversionary  interest, 
in  the  10,000/.  was  given  to  the  wife  and  daughter 
respectively. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Puller^  for  the  next  of  kin 
(other  than  the  widow.) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Busk^  for  Mrs.  KeUy. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  widow. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  J.  Russellj  for  the  executors. 

I7te  Master  of  tJie  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
25,000/.  and  the  house  in  Clarendon  Place  were  given 
to  Mrs.  Kelly  absolutely,  with  a  restriction  against 
alienation  during  her  life. 

On  the  second  point  he  said,  that  beyond  the  gift  of 
10,000/.  to  the  widow  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
daughter^  the  testator  had  expressed  himself  so  am- 
biguously, that  the  only  conclusion  he  could  come^  to 
was,  that  it  must  be  held  void  for  uncertainty. 
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1880. 


FRANK  V.  MAINWARING.  Jim^5.7,8.io. 

Aug,  7. 

'■^HE  PlaintlfFin  this  cause,  was  the  grandson  of  Mr.  A  decree  di- 
•Xdward  Franks  a  clergyman  of  large  fortune,  who,  owneifof  a 

'n  the  year  1817  was,  amongst  other  property,  entitled,  legai  estate  to 
»^«,»^i  ....  .  ,  ,  ^  do  such  acts 

P^^^^xj^  as  tenant  m  tail  in  possession,  and  partly  as  tenant  ^g  ^^^  requi- 

^^   t^l  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  death  of  his  **^®  *^  **?/"  ^^ 
—^      .-  estate  tail,  but 

'^^otJier,  Catherine  Frank,  to  certain  freehold  and  copy-  which  are  in- 
told  estates,  devised  by  the  wiU  of  Mdrgaret  Frank.        hhTfih  Is 

not  binding  on 

The  biU  prayed  for  a  declaration,  that  Mr.  Edward  issueTn  tail!"^ 

-^^^^nk  was  induced  whilst  of  unsound  mind,  to  execute     O"  » *>>^*  ^ 

deeds  and  do  other  acts,  whereby  those  freehold  and  reco- 

copyhold  estates  became  vested  in  the  Defendants,  veries,  on  the 

.  lit  ground  of  the 

'ttvwaring  and  Bellamy ^  as  trustees,  and  that  the  same  lunacy  of  the 

^states  might  be  reconveyed  and  surrendered  to  the  use  ^me^jfe  g^^ 

^f  the  Plaintiff.  cuted  them. 

Held,  that  the 
finding  of  the 
llie  title  of  Mr.  Edward  Frank  accrued  on  the  death  jury  on  an  in- 

^f  his  father  in  the  year  1812,  and  in  1817  he  had  six  whichever-  * 

children,  viz :  Richard  Bacon  Frank  the  father  of  the  reached  that 
1^1    .  penod,  aF- 

••^lauitiff,  the  Defendants  Edward  Bacon  Frank,  Jemima  forded  a  pre- 

^^n^  Bacon  Frank,  Aspelaw  Bacon  Frank,  and  BodoU  heTalTheS^' 
-?***«    Bacon  Frank,  and  a  daughter,   Rosalia  Bacon  insane;  but 

^^n/-,  since  dead.  so^e  evi"^ 

dence,  that 

On  the  15th  day  of  April  1817,  he  executed  an  in.  time  when  the 
^^^ture  of  feoffment  of  that  date,  with  livery  of  seizin,  J^"*^/ J^^^^ 
**^^  made  between  Catherine  Frank  of  the  first  part,  the  commenced, 
^v.  Edward  Frank  of  the  second  part,  Edward  Sykei  Jjf^  "^^^J"^ 

of  sound  mindy 
..  an  issue  was 

^'^^cted  to  inquire^  whether  he  was  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  of  executing  the 

12 
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1889.       oF  the  third  part,  Bichard  Baxter  of  the  fourth  i 
FiuiiK        Thomas  Francis  C  Mainwaring  and  Thomas  Jones  . 
V.  lamy  of  the  fifth  part,  Thomas  Lee  of  the  sixth  part, 

William  Rowsfone  of  the  seventh  part:  and  by  that 
denture,  after  reciting  the  will  of  Margaret  Franks 
that  Edward  Frank  was  desirous  of  providing  for 
payment  of  certain  debts,  and  also  of  making  provi 
for  his  younger  children,  and  had  therefore  determi 
to  suffer  a  common  recovery  of  the  estates  devised 
the  will  of  Margaret  Franks  and  that  Catherine  Fi 
had  agreed  to  concur  therein ;  it  was  witnessed,  tha 
tlie  freehold  estates  were  granted  to  Edward  Sykes 
hb  heirs,  to  the  intent  that  he  might  be  tenant  of 
freehold,  to  the  end  that  recoveries  might  be  suffei 
and  the  recoveries  were  to  enure,  as  to  part,  to  the 
of  Catherine  Frank  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  us 
Mainwaring  dXidBellany  in  fee,  and  as  to  the  residue 
the  use  of  Mainwaring  and  Bellamy  in  fee ;  the  indem 
contained  a  covenant  to  surrender  the  copyholds 
Mainwaring  and  Bellamy  and  their  heirs;  and  it 
declared  that  Mainwaring  and  Bellamy  were  to  st 
seized  and  possessed  of  the  freeholds  and  copyholds 
trust,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  Edward  Frani 
his  lifetime,  and  after  his  decease  at  their  own  dis 
tion,  to  sell  and  convey  the  estate  to  any  purcha 
thereof:  there  was  also  a  power  of  mortgaging,  and 
of  the  rents  and  the  money  to  arise  by  sale  or  mortg 
to  pay  the  mortgages,  and  the  costs  of  the  trust ;  aD< 
set  apart  12,000/.  to  be  disposed  of  in  paying  debt 
Edward  Frank  ;  and  they  were  to  stand  possessed  of 
rest  of  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  or  mortgage 
the  trusts  stated  in  an  indenture  of  even  date ;  i 
there  was  a  power  of  attorney  to  deliver  seizin. 

The  indenture  of  even  date  was  made  between  . 
ward  Frank  of  the  one  part,  and  Mainwaring  and  J 
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X^mnf  of  the  other  part ;  and  it  was  declared,  that  subject        1839. 
the  payments  and  deductions  directed  by  the  former 
I,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  the  monies 
.^rising  from  the  sale  or  mortgage,  in  trust  for  Edxcard  MAmwABiNa. 
.^Prank  for  life,  and  after  his  death  for  his  younger 
^irhildren. 

Livery  of  seizin  was  indorsed  on  the  indenture  of 
%offinent,  and  the  recoveries  were  soon  afterwards  suf- 
^red,  u  €•  in  Easter  term  1817,  and  the  copyholds  were 
lurrendered. 

On  the  24th  of  August  1 820,  Mr.  Edward  Frank  gave 

consent  in  writing  to  sell  a  portion  of  the  estates^ 

hich  the.  trustees  accordingly  sold  in  lots ;  but  in  June 

825,  a  commission  of  lunacy  issued  against  him,  and 

the  following  month  of  August,  he  was  found  to  be  a 

unatic,  and  to  have  been  so  from  the  25th  of  October 

816. 

« 

He  continued  a  lunatic  to  the  time  of  his  death,  which 
ook  place  on  the  14th  of  October  1834 ;  his  eldest  son 
ichard  Bacon  Frank  died  in  his  lifetime,  leaving  two 
ns,  of  whom  the  present  Plaintiff  was  the  survivor. 


Tlie  Plaintiff,  being  the  person  who  would  have  been 

titled  to  all  the  estates  comprised  in  the  deeds  of 

1817  if  no  recovery  thereof  had  been  suffered, 

ow  alleged,  that  Edward  Frank  was  insane  at  the  time 

^^irhen  the  deeds  of  April  1817  were  executed,  when  the 

^Vecoveries  were  suffered,  and  when  the  alleged  authority 

"^o  sell  was  given. 

■ 

The  Defendants  insisted  that  Edward  Frank  was  then 
^  sound  mind:  they  further  insisted  that  by  the  effect 

/3  of 
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1839.  of  several  references,  reports  and  orders,  and  by  a  decree 

^■^J^V^^  made  in  the  matter  of  the  lunacy  and  in  a  cause,  the 

Frank 

V,  Plaintiff  was  precluded  from  objecting  to  the  validity  of 

Mainwaeino.  the  indentures. 


The  title  of  Mr.  Edward  Franks  of  Mr.  Richard  Bacon 
Franks  and  of  the  Plaintiff,  was  derived  under  the  will  of 
Margaret  Franks  who  being  intided  to  the  freehold  and 
copyhold  estates  in  question,  devised  them  by  her  vrill^ 
dated  the  12th  day  of  November  1765,  unto  and  to  the 
use  of  Bacon  Frank  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the 
first,  second,  third,  fourth  and  other  sons  of  the  body 
of  Bacon  Frank  (excepting  the  first),  successively  in 
tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 

-Edward  Frank  was  the  fourth  son  of  Bacon  Franks 
and  succeeded  to  the  estate  under  this  devise;  and 
Bichard  Bacon  Franks  the  Plaintiff^s  father,  was  his 
eldest  son. 

The  proceedings  which  were  relied  upon  by  the  De- 
fendants, took  place  after  the  lunacy,  and  were  of  the 
following  nature. 

In  the  month  of  June  1 832,  a  bill  was  filed  by  Edward 
Frank  and  his  infant  children  against  Mainwaring  and 
Bettamyj  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  deeds  might  be 
carried  into  efiect,  so  far  as  related  to  the  raising  of  the 
money  to  pay  the  debts,  for  an  account,  and  for  the 
removal  of  the  trustees*  To  this  bill  Matmnaring  and 
Bellamy  put  in  their  answers,  and  no  further  proceeding 
was  taken  for  a  long  time :  a  notice  was  afterwards  given 
to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  then  a  replication 
was  filed.     Fhmk  and  Bellamy  and  wife  filed  another 

bill. 
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biU^  luid  it  teemed  thAt  ih  Hilary  term  1 635,  when  it  was  1 8S9. 
en,  it  was  strtick  out  of  the  paper.  About  the 
dmt  die  second  cause  was  struck  out  of  the  paper, 
purchasers  of  portions  of  the  estate  which  had  Maihwamko. 
sold  by  the  trustees,  filed  their  bills  for  a  specific 
rmiliice,  and  that  the  purchases  might  be  completed, 
these  bills  had  been  filed,  and  in  the  month  of 
tjff^  1685,  a  petidon  was  presented  for  a  commission  of 
dacy,  which  was  accordingly  issued  on  the  19th  of  June 
885s  Mi*.  Bellamy  subsequently  applied  to  Richard 
'Oeofi  .^YMAr,  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff,  requiring  him 
confirm  the  deeds  which  might  be  brought  into  ques* 
oti  by  the  result  of  the  lunacy.  Mr.  Richard  Bacon 
refused  so  to  do,  and  having  presented  a  petition, 
faich  he  stated  himself  to  be  the  eldest  son  and  heir 
X  law  of  the  lunatic,  an  order  was  made  by  which  it 
directed,  that  he  should  be  at  libeirty  to  attend  the 
ecmtion  of  the  commission.  The  commission  was 
:s:eeotecl  in  the  mionth  of  August  1825,  and  it  was 
Tien  (bund  that  Mr.  Edward  Frank  was  of  unsound 
ind,  and  had  been  so  since  the  month  of  October 
816.  Various  proceedings  took  place  after  the  com^- 
1tt3iission :  there  was  a  report  of  the  Master  as  to  the 
^tate  of  the  family.  Sir  Bryan  Cooke  was  appointed 
^::H>mmittee  of  the  estate,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bellamy 
d  Catherine  Frank  were  appointed  committees  of  the 
After  these  proceedings  had  taken  place,  sup- 
leinental  bills  were  filed  by  the  purchasers  to  bring 
committee  of  the  lunatic  before  the  Court  In 
month  xsli  January  1828  an  order  was  made,  referring 
5.1  to  the  Master  to  inquire,  whether  it  would  be  for  the 
^Vienefit  of  the  lunatic,  and  for  the  benefit  of  his  estate, 
"tfiat  the  suits  of  Frank  and  Bellamy^  and  of  Frank  and 
JllLonftisXLring^  should  be  prosecuted  by  the  petitioner  and 
ihe  committee ;  and  soon  afterwards  another  order  was 

/  4  made 
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]  839.       made  referring  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire^ 

the  proper  course  to  be  taken  by  the  committee  witl^t* 
refisrence  to  the  purchasers'  suits;    in  May  1828  th^^ 
MAiNWAftjNG.  |^35^gp  moA^  his  rcport  as  to  the  situation  and  for- 
tune of  the  lunatic  and  his  family,  and  on  the  ISth. 
of  August  1828  an  order  (which  was  much  commented 
upon   in    this    case),  was    made   on   the   petition  of 
Bichard  Bacon  Franks  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
he  consenting  by  his  counsel  at  the  bar  to  do  all  suA 
acts  as  might  be  necessary  for  him  to  do  to  confirm  the 
deeds  of  April  1817  and  the  fines  and  recooeries^  and 
consenting  to  execute  all  necessary  deedsj  Mr.  Bdlamf 
consenting  to  retire  from  the  trust,  and  the  petitiooer 
being  at  liberty  to  name  six  persons  within  one  month 
from  the  date  of  the  order,  one  of  whom  was  to  be 
Improved   of  by   the    Master  as   a   new   trustee,    it 
was  ordered  that  the  petitioner  should  name  six  per- 
sons within  one  month  from  the  date  of  the  ordeff 
one  of  whom  the  Master  was  to  improve  of  as  a 
trustee  in  the  room  of  Mr.  Bellamy;   and  the  pe^ 
tion^r  consenting  to  confirm  the  deeds,  the  Master 
was  to  approve  of  all  proper  deeds  and  assurances 
necessary  to  confirm  the  deeds  of  feofiment  and  set- 
tlement, and  for  vesting  the  estates  comprized  therein 
in  the  new  trustee  and  Mr.  Mainwaring ;   costs  were 
then  provided  for,  and  Mainwaring  and  the  new  tmstee 
were  to  carry  into  execution  and  complete  the  sales; 
and  the  petitioner,  (consenting  as  before),  was  to  have  an 
allowance  of  500/.  a  year  made  to  him  for  his  mainte-* 
nance.     Mr.  Bichard  Bacon  Frank  did  accordingly  name 
six  persons,  and  the  Master  approved  of  one  of  them  to 
be  the  new  trustee.     Pending  these  proceedings,  doubts 
however  arose  as  to  the  order  of  August  1828  for  ap* 
pointing  new  trustees,  and  a  reference  being  made  to 
the  Master,  he  reported  that  a  bill  ought  to  be  filed  to 

carry 
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LTry  that  order  into  efiisct,  and  for  appointing  JoAn       1889. 
J^erhert  Koe  trustee)  and  an   order  was  made  con- 
finning  that  report.    A  bill  was  filed,   Mr.  Biehard 
JBaetm  Frank  and  Mr.  BeUany  put  in  their  answers,  and  Mawwaiiiic. 
a   decree  "was  made  on  the  7ih  of  May  1881,  by  which  it 
HMES  orderedf  thai  so  much  of  the  order  of  the  ISth  qf 
Jtugiat  1828,  in  the  lunacy^  as  related  to  the  confirmation 
of  the  deeds  bearing  date  respectively  the  15th  of  April 
1817}  and  the  recooeries,  writings  and  other  deeds  and 
assurances  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and  the  appointment 
of  inch  new  trustee  as  aforesaid,  should  be  carried  into 
ffid;  and  it  was  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
the  Master,  to  settle  the  deeds  of  release,  confirm- 
ation and  appointment,  or  such  other  deed  or  deeds, 
assnrance  or  assurances  as  might  be  necessary,  and 
Biehard  Bacon  Frank  and  Edward  Bacon  Frank  and 
aU  other  necessary  parties  were  to  join  therein^  and 
do  and  make  aU  such  acts  and  deeds  as  the  Master 
should  directm     The    Master   proposed    conveyances, 
and  among  other  things  he  proposed,  that  the  deed 
should  contain  a  covenant  by  Biehard  Bacon  Frank  that 
he  and  his  heirs  and  all  persons  claiming  any  estate  in 
the  hereditaments,  should   at  all  times  execute  any 
farther  deeds  and  assurances  as  should  be  necessary ; 
to  this,  Biehard  Bacon  Frank  carried  in  an  objection : 
he  alleged  that  his  concurrence  in  the  deed  was  volun- 
taryf  that  he  was  not  bound  to  enter  into  any  such  cove- 
nantf  or  to  covenant  for  any  acts  beyond  what  he  himself 
might  be  capable  of  performing.    Notwithstanding  this 
objection,  the  Master  made  his  report  on  the  2Srd  of 
Jliarch  1882,  and  he  certified  that  the  estates  ought  to 
be  conveyed  by  the  trustees,  the  committee,  Biehard 
Bacon  Frank  the  father,  and  Edward  Bacon  Franks  who 
had  then  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  to  the  new 
trustee  and  hb  heirs,  to  the  use  otMainwaring  and  such 

new 
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1 889»       new  trustee ;  and  that  Richard  Bacon  Frank  and  Edward 

^'^**«'^"^^     Bacon  Frank  should  levy  a  fine,  which  was  to  enure  to 

V.  the  use  of  Mainwaring  and  the  new  trustee ;  and  the 

Maiiiwabiko.  jfiigter  settled  what  he  cmisidered  to  be  the  proper 

deeds.  A  petition  presented  to  confirm  this  report^ 
came  on  for  hearing  on  the  10th  of  April  18S3i  and 
then  upon  the  objection  of  Richard  Bacon  Frdnkf  the 
petition  was  ordered  to  stand  over,  in  order  that  a  ctoss 
petition  might  be  presented  by  Richard  Bacon  Frank* 

Whilst  these  proceedings  were  pending,  various  pfo* 
posals  Were  made  for  rabing  money  to  satisfy  the  chal*ges 
oil  the  estates,  and  for  providing  2000/.  ibr  an  outfit  for 
Richard  Bacon  Firank^  and  it  being  doubtful  whether  the 
Master  had  authority,  an  order  was  applied  for  and  ob- 
tained on  the  36th  of  March  1833,  whereby  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire,  whether  any  sum  should 
be  raised  to  pay  the  incumbrances  and  costs,  and,  if  any^ 
how  much ;  the  Master  was  further  to  inquire,  whether  it 
would  be  proper  to  apply  for  an  act  of  parliament  to 
carry  those  proposals  into  execution.  On  the  5th  of 
May  18  S3,  the  Master  reported,  that  it  would  be 
proper  to  raise  31,000/.  on  the  Norwich,  Norfolk  and 
Stfffblk  estates,  (which  were  not  the  estates  in  ques- 
tion in  this  cause,  but  other  estates  to  which  Edward 
Frank  was  entitled) ;  and  he  reported  that  the  petitioner 
on  receiving  3000/.  should  purchase  from  the  committee 
at  the  price  of  31,000/.  an  annuity  (beyond  the  500/. 
allowance)  of  3175/.,  that  the  estates  should  be  resettled, 
and  that  an  act  of  parliament  ought  to  be  applied  for. 
It  appeared  afterwards  that  a  larger  sum  than  31,000/. 
would  be  wanted ;  and  the  authority  of  the  Court  was 
obtained  to  raise  the  sum  of  34>,000/.,  and  a  bill  was 
then  prepared  and  introduced  into  parliament  On  the 
3Sd  of  JtJy  1833,  and  shortly  after  that  bill  had  been 
introduced  into  parliament,  Richard  Bacon  Frank  died, 

leaving 


Mainwarino* 
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iBAviDg  the  Plaintiff,  an  infiitit,  and  who  succeeded  in       1SS9. 
his  fight  to  the  estates,  tail.    On  the  22d  of  Janaary    ^""^^^^^^^ 
1889,  the  committee  presented  a  petition,  pra3ring  direo-  «. 

tions,  whether  any  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity 
should  be  adopted  to  ascertain  the  validity  of  the  deeds 
oF  t817b  A  report  on  that  subject  was  made  on  the 
12th  of  June  1834,  but,  before  any  thing  was  donfe  or 
could  be  done  upon  that  report,  on  the  14th  of  October 
1834)  Bdward  Unnk  the  lunatic  died. 

This  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Sir.  PembertoH  and  Mr.  Lovat^  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 

CZcri  V.  lUch  (a),  Jones  v.  Roberts  (6),  Grindky  v.  Da- 

vies  (c),  Simpson  v.  Lord  Haooden  {d)j  Pickett  v.  Log- 

gpn  {e)f  Parkes  v.  White  (g),  Ross  v.  Ross  (A),  Etiglefeild 

▼.  JEn^eild  (/),  Fox  v.  Crane,  {k) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  surviving  younger 
<^ildren  of  the  settlor,  cited  Faidder  v.  Silk  (/),  Cart- 
*»%if  V.  Cartwright  (m),  White  v.  Driver  (n),  Sergeson 
▼.  Sadey  (o),  Niett  v.  Morley.  (p) 

Ifr.  Ttnney  and  Mr.  J.  Russell^  for  the  Defendant  Bet^ 
iwy,  cited  Cann  v.  Gornn  (y),  Blake  v.  Biife  (r ),  Fletcher 
V.  r(rffe«  (5),  Z%(f  V.  Johnes  (0,  Gj^rrf  v.  Jfor/.  (u) 

Mr. 

(a}S  r(mi.412.  (/}  5  Camp.  1S6.    «.  e.  1  CoA 

{h)  SMford  on  Lunacy ^  S53. ;  Union  on  Lunacy^  390. 

smd  Beg.  lAb.  A.  1839.  fol.  3147.  (m)  5  PAt/.  90. 

{e)  SMfordonLmnaey^St^B*  (n) /^m/.  84. 

(4  5  jlfj^  4>  Ci".  97.  (o)  3  Atk.Al2, 

(e)  1 4  r«.  234.  {p)  9  r«.  478. 

ig)  W  Vei.  209.  (7)  1  Vem.  108. 

(A)  1  Cu.  Eq.  Ab.  124.  (r)  3  P.  Wnu.  10.  n. 

(•)  1  Vem.  443.  («)  5  Vet.  3. 

(ifc)  a  rem,  d04.  (/)  9  Tef .  57. 

iv)  lSck.^Lef.iOB. 
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1839.  Mr.  G.  Bichards  and  Mr.  Wright^  for  the  Defendant 

^"^"^^^""^^     Matfifwaringi  cited  Qny  v.  Q?iy  («),  StocUey  v.  Stodt- 
^r.*"^       %  (i),  M'Adam  v.  Witt«-  (c),  StapilUm  v.  Slapilim  (rf)> 
Mawwawno.  CaiwpfttfB  v.  Sandys.  (^ 

Mr.  JVillcocif  for  the  executor  of  the  widow  of  the 
lunatic. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  Mr.  PiggoU  and  Mr.  Baccn^  for 
other  parties. 


i<iig.  7.  7%^  Master  ^/A^  Rolls  (after  stating  the  prindpal 

facts  of  the  case.) 

As  the  parties  concerned  in  the  preparation  of  the 
deeds  in  question  are  not  subject  to  any  impotatioii  of 
fraud  or  circumvention,  the  validity  of  the  deeds,  and  of 
the  recoveries,  and  of  the  authority,  depends  entirely  on 
the  answer  which  may  be  given  to  the  question,  whether 
Mr.  Edward  Frank  was  of  sound  mind  at  the  respective 
times  when  the  acts,  the  validity  of  which  b  disputed, 
were  done.  The  inquisition,  having  overreached  those 
times,  affords  a  presumption  that  he  was  then  insane^ 
but  there  is  some  evidence,  that  after  the  time  when  the 
lunacy  is  stated  to  have  commenced,  Mr.  Edward  Frank 
was  not  of  unsound  mind;  and  having  considered  the 
evidence  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  letters  of  Mr.  Edward 
Frank  which  have  been  produced,  I  think  that  the  ques- 
tion of  sanity  or  insanity  cannot  be  determined  without 
an  issue,  which  must  therefore  be  directed,  if  the  Plain- 
tiff is  not  precluded,  by  the  acts  or  obligations  of  his 
father,  from  seeking  relief. 

The 

(a)  1  F<?«.8eD.  19.  (,d)  \  Aik,  2. 

(6)  1  Vei.  i  B.  30.  \e)  I  Sch.  ^  Lef.  SBl. 

(c)  1  Dow.  177. 
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The   proceedings   which   are   relied   upon   by  the        18S9. 
I>^feDdants    took    place    after  the  lunacy,   and   they     ^^^^^^^ 
ar^e    of  the   following  nature:    (his    Lordship  stated  v. 

tbem.)  Mainwabino. 

XJpon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able 
to  ^ve  to  these  proceedings,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
tlm«^t  there  ever  was  any  waiver  or  abandonment  of  the 
deoree  of  die  7th  of  Miy  1831 :  the  report  made  by  the 
MUuter  in  pursuance  of  that  decree  was  objected  to  by 
J^chard  Bacon  Franks  and  was,  on  that  account,  not 
coKifirmed,  when  a  petition  for  that  purpose  was  pre- 
sented ;  and  whilst  that  report  was  under  consideration, 
A  ootemporaneous  discussion  was  proceeding  upon  the 
i^ode  of  raising  money  to  satisfy  charges  and  provide 
^n  outfit  for  Richard  Bacon  Frank;  and  also  respecting 
^be  resettlement  of  the  Noifolk  and  Suffolk  estates  of 
^tlmard  Frank ;  but  this  last  discussion  or  negotiation 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  carried  on  with  a  view,  to 
supersede  or  provide  a  substitute  for  the  arrangement,  in 
pursoance  of  which  the  decree  of  May  1831  was  made. 
It  was  attempted  to  carry  the  object  of  both  the  arrange- 
ments into  effect,  but  whilst  the  hearing  of  the  petition 
to  confirm  the  Master's  report  was  postponed,  and  pro- 
ceedings in  parliament,  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  the 
iSth  of  May  and  15th  of  Jtme^  were  pending,  Richard 
^aeon  Frank  died,  and  both  arrangements  were  left  im- 
Pdfiect.    Richard  Bacon  Franks  the  then  tenant  in  re- 
ixiauDder,  had  not  done  the  acts  required  to  bar  the 
'K^^iil,  and  the  question  is  reduced  to  this,  whether 
^«  decree,  directing  the  owner  of  a  legal  estate  tail 
^o  do  such  acts  as  are  requisite  to  bar  the  estate  tail, 
^    10  far  binding  on  the  issue  in  tail,  that  although 
tl^c  acts  are  not  done,  he  is  precluded  from  asserting 
his  right. 

In 
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I8d9«  In  U)e  ca«e  of  The  AUome^Generul  v.  Dmf  (a)  hstm^ 

^^jJl^l^  Hardadcke  stated,  that  it  had  been  detennined,  that  a^^ 

«.  a  biU  to  carry  into  execution  a  contract  for  the  pur—' 


Mainwabina. 


chase  of  lands  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  the  CourlB 
would  decree  him  to  execute  and  to  suffer  a  recovery—- 
But  if  ha  will  not,  the  Court  cannot  carry  it  into  eze-^- 
cution  against  the  issue  in  tail  claiming  paramount^ 
^^  per  formam  donu"  The  utmost  that  can  be  said  oS 
this  case  is,  that  Richard  Bacon  Frank  had  agreed  to  -^ 
confirm  the  acts  of  his  father,  and  had  submitted  to  a^. 
decree  ordering  him  to  do  the  required  acts  on  hia^ 
part,  but  the  acts  had  not  been  done  when  be  died,.^ 
and  the  issue  in  tail  is  not  bound;  I  am,  therefore^^ 
of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  precluded  from  seek-«- 
ing  relief  by  the  acts  and  obligations  of  his  fisither,  andH 
consequently,  that  such  issues  or  issue  must  be  di 
as  may  be  necessary  to  ascertain,  whether 
Frank  was  of  sound  mind  at  the  respective  times  wh 
the  deeds  were  executed  (15th  April  1817),  the 
veries  suffered  {Easier  term  1817),  the  copyholds  sar— — 
rendered  (  ),  and  the  authority  to  sell^ 

given  (24'th  August  1820). 


In  a  suit  to  set  Mr.  Bellamy  and  his  wife  had  been  examined  as  wit-'-- 
^n^the^und  ^^^^  ^^  *®  behalf  of  the  younger  children  of  Mr. 
that  their  ex-  Frank  the  lunatic,  and  they  had  been  cross-examined  oa 
been  procured  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  to  verify  documents.  It  was  ad- 
^^W\  *  r"^"  mitted  by  the  Plaintiff  that  the  trustees  had  been  guilty 
natic,  a  trus-  of  no  fraud  in  its  odious  sense,  and  had  not  in  any  way 
^l^ed  to^*^  acted  for  their  personal  advantage,  and  it  was  conoeded 
have  assisted  by  the  Defendants  that  the  trustees  had  received  some 
thor  mT"^     ^^U  w****'  *"^s  of  money,  for  the  purchase  of  part  at 

cutioD^  though  |i^^ 

for  no  personal  ,  »  .  «- 

advantage,  («)  ^  ^"-  22^. 

was  held  an  incompetent  witness  on  behalf  of  the  parties  taking  beneficially  under 

the  deeds*    Held  also,  that  the  wife  of  the  trustee  was  equally  incompetent. 
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tlie  property  by  a  railway  company*   These  depositions,        18S9. 
however,  of  Mr,  and  Mrs*  BeUamf  being  offered  in     ^^P^^^^ 

evicleaoe,  v. 

Mainwaunq. 

Air.  Pemberion  objected  to  their  admissibility,  on  the      Cross-ex- 
ground  that  Mr.  Bellamy  was  interested  in  the  result  of  a"^i|n^  in 
the    suit,  and  that  his  wife  could  not  be  examined  in  equity,  to 
support  of  her  husband's  interest.     He  contended  that,  held  no 
in  equi^,  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  waiver  of 
not  waived  by  cross-examination :  Moorhouse  v.  his  com- 
jPamm  (a),  Harrison  v.  Courtauld.  (6)  ^^Z  of 

interest;  but 

IVIr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Koe^  contrd^  contended  that  ^he  propo- 

the  mtness.  beinir  a  mere  trustee,  had  no  such  interest  as  «t>on  w  not 

, .  .  .  .  true  that  a 

cusqualified  him  from  giving  evidence  in  support  of  the  witness  may 

«ase  of  the  younger  children ;  and  secondly,  that  the  ami^ned^'any 
objection  had  been  waived  by  the  cross-examination  extent  and 
with  notice  of  his  interest.  po'se  "without 

waiving  the 

T%e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  his  compe- 

^  ^        ^  tency  on  the 

I  think  I  am  bound  to  reject  this  evidence.     The  first  ground  of  in« 

^^estion  is,  whether  these  witnesses  are  interested ;  and  ^^^^^' 
■*-  think  it  cannot  justly  be  said  that  persons,  against 
^kom  it  is  prayed  that  deeds  arising  out  of  a  trans- 
action like  the  present  may  be  set  aside,  have  not 
^^  interest  in  this  suit:  they  are  clearly  interested 
^^  rebutting  the  charge  which  has  been  made  against 
*hein,  and  in  opposing  the  relief  which  is  now  prayed. 
-*^  is  also  to  be  considered  that  they  are  charge- 
able to  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  succeeds,  for  the  pur- 
chase-money, however  small.  As  to  the  cross-examin- 
ation of  the  witness,  I  should  hesitate  in  concurring  in 
^^  doctrine,  that  a  witness  may  be  cross-examined  to 
extent  and  for  any  purpose,  without  waiving  the 

objection 

(a)  19  Ves,  455.  V)  1  Bust.  ^  Myi.  48S. 
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18S9.       objection  to  his  competency  on  the  ground  of  intei 

^"^^^^^^^     I  do  MOt  however  think,  that  ordinarily  speakin| 

V.  mere  cross-examination  is  to  be  considered  as  amo) 

Mainvaeino.  jjjg  ^  ^  waiver  of  the  objection,  when  the  party  t 

not  know  whether  the  witness  is  interested  or 
The  argument  used  on  the  part  of  those  tende 
the  evidence,  is  consistent  with  itself.     First,  it  is 
that  these  Defendants  are  not  concerned  in  the  ques 
in  point  of  interest,  but  then  it  is  further  said  that,  < 
if  such  should  not  be  the  case,  yet,  under  the  circ 
stances  appearing  on  the  record,  the  objection  is  waii 
I  think  however  that  the  latter  argument  cannot 
vail  any  more  than  the  other,  and  I  am  conseque 
under  the  necessity  of  rejecting  this  evidence. 

With  regard  to  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Bellan^i 
Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  evidence  of  the  1 
band,  though  a  trustee,  being  once  rejected   on 
ground  of  interest,  the  same  objection  applied  to 
wife. 


^%  «5.  COLLINS  V.  CAREY. 

Buiiness  re-      HpHE  testator,  Mr.  CoUinSj  appointed  a  Mr.  Vin 
trust  estate  A  corn-merchant,  and  Mr.  Carey^  a  sohcitor, 

was  transacted  executors  and  trustees, 
bf  two  so- 
licitors in 

one  of  whom        ^^*  Carey  carried  on  business  in  partnership  ' 

was  a  trustee    Mr.  CrosSf  and  business  relatinc:  to  the  trust  had  I 
of  the  estate :  ^ 

Held,  in  pass-  done  by  the  partnership, 
ing  his  ac- 
countSy  that 

costs  out  of         The  usual  accounts  of  the  testator's  estate  were  U 

a^e^ai!     "^  ^^  Master's  office,  and  the  question  now  submi 
lowed. 
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to  the  Court  was  this,  whether  the  Master  ought  to  have       1839. 
allowed  iiMure  than  costs  out  of  pocket  for  the  business 
so  done  by  the  partnership* 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cocper^  for  Mr.  Careys  submitted  that  this 
case  difiered  from  New  v.  Jones  {a\  and  Moore  v. 
Ramd{h)f  inasmuch  as  here  the  business  was  transacted 
by  a  finut  one  of  the  members  of  which  was  not  a  trustee ; 
that  he  ought  not,  therefore)  to  be  deprived  of  his  share 
of  the  costs,  on  the  ground  of  his  partner  filling  that 
diancter. 

Mr.  Timmf  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  Plaintiffi, 

And  Mr.  Ebmi  and  Mr.  Walpole^  for  other  parties, 
were  not  called  on  by 

The  Mastkb  qf  the  Rolls,  who  thought  there  was 
no  disUnction,  and  disallowed  the  claim. 


(c)  9  Jarwuuft  Bjftk.  558.  (5)  3  Myl.  i  Cr.  45. 


LITTLER  V.  THOMSON.  •^"'Sf^if^- 

_  March  95. 

npHE  question  in  this  cause  was  as  to  the  right  of  a  Pendiog  pro- 

tenant  for  a  term  of  a  nursery-ground  to  remove  t^coJi" 
^^ciefiom,  on  quitting  the  premises,  trees  and  hedges  attacks  on  the 
^hich  were  of  very  long  standing,  and  exceeding  forty  ji;,  witnesses 
^tts' growth.  y!^P^ 

°  luhed,  repre* 

senting  those 
On  the  8th  of  Nooember  1838,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  proceedings  as 

«>i  iojmiction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  selling,  lAe^^!"^ 

cutting  nesseshadin 
^^  °  their  evidence 

*^  goShj  of  petjofy :  HelcL  that  this,  being  calculated  to  disturb  the  free  course 
^joaioe,  was  a  coatempt  of  Court. 

VoL.IL  K 


Thomson* 


ISO  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S9.       cutting  down  or  removing  any  fall-grown  or  ttandard 
^^^^^""^     timber,  fruit,  or  other  trees,  or  any  hedges,  on  tlie  lands 
V.  in  the  bill  mentioned,  except  such  trees  or  shrubs  as 

might  or  could  be  removed  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
his  trade  or  business  of  a  nurseryman,  until  answer  or 
order  to  the  contrary.  This  injunction  had  been  ob- 
tained upon  the  affidavits  of  the  Plaintiff  and  two  other 
persons.  Subsequently  to  this,  and  pending  a  motion  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  various  very  violent  articles 
appeared  in  the  Gardener^s  Gazette  reflecting  on  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  witnesses  who  had  made  affidavits  in' 
support  of  the  injunction,  and  characterising  the  Chan- 
cery proceedings  as  vexatious  and  unprincipled,  and 
representing  the  affidavits  as  containing  glaring  mis- 
representations, which  the  editor  believed,  and  heartily 
hoped,  would  lead  to  an  indictment  for  perjury. 

In  the  course  of  the  motion  for  dissolving  the  injunc- 
tion, these  publications  were  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Court,  and  it  was  argued,  from  some  passages  con- 
tained in  them,  that  they  must  necessarily  have  been 
inserted  through  the  meai^  of^  the  Defendant  or  his 
agents,  as  they  alone  could  have  furnished  the  inform- 
.   ation. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Craig^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Blenman^  for  the  Defendants 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

On  the  merits  I  have  a  very  strong  inclination  of 
opinion,  but  I  do  not  think  it  proper  for  me  now  to 
state  it,  for  I  consider  it  necessary  before  I  ultimately 
decide  this  case,  that  I  should  have  from  the  Defendant 
or  his  solicitor  some  answer  to  the  imputation  of  the  great 

offence 
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ofiBence  which  he  is  said  to  have  committed.  I  must 
firive  him  an  opportunity  of  so  doings  hoping  that  it  will 
Ciijm  out  that  he  has  not  committed  it 

It  is  of  great  importance  to  the  Defendant  to  relieve 
bicnself  from  this  imputation.  If  parties  in  the  pro* 
seoQtion  of  their  rights  are  to  be  exposed  to  this  species 
attack,  and  are  to  be  placed  in  such  a  situation  that 
sy  cannot  safisly  proceed  in  the  defence  of  their 
n^htSy  and  if  witnesses  are  in  this  way  deterred  from 
tilling  forward  in  aid  of  legal  proceedings,  it  will  be 
possible  that  justice  can  be  administered.  It  would 
better  that  the  doors  of  the  courts  of  justice  were  at 
dosed. 


1839. 


LiTTLXR 

Thomson. 


The  Defendant  and  his  solicitor  subsequently,  by 
'^davity  denied  any  participation  in  the  publication 
coinpliuned  of. 

The  attacks  on  the  Plaintiff  and  his  witnesses  were 
however  still  continued  in  the  Gardener^ s  Gazette  ;  in  a 
sobsequent  number  the  case  was  represented  as  a  per- 
secution in  which  the  Defendant  was  suffering  under 
the  influence  of  treachery  and  falsehood ;  that  the  pro- 
secntum  was  founded  on  falsehood,  and  the  whole 
weight  of  the  case  against  him  was  supported  by  &lse- 
hood. 


It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 
Mr.  Glennyj  the  editor  and  proprietor  of  the  Gardener's 
GazettCy  might  be  committed  for  the  contempt. 


Feb.  21. 


Mr.  Glenni/f  in  answer  to  this  application,  made  a  long 
affidavit,  denying  any  intention  of  giving  offence  to  the 

K  2  Court, 


1S2 
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LiTTLEa 

p. 
Thomson. 


Court)  or  of  influencing  or  obstructing  public  justicei 
or  prejudicing  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  stating  that 
he  had  acted  under  the  conviction  *Uhat  he  was  ad- 
vancing and  promoting  the  cause  of  truth  and  justice,*^ 
and  that  he  had  erred  in  ignorance,  and  without  any 
improper  motive  or  intention. 

Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  Craig,  for  the  motion,  cited 
Pool  V.  Sacheverell  (a),  Anon,  (i),  Roach  v.  Gatvan  {c\ 
Anon.  {d\  Lechmae  Charlton's  Case  {e).  Greenwood  t. 

Taylor,  (g) 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  O.  Andtrdon^  contra^  con- 
fined themselves  to  reading  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  GUmof^ 
leaving  the  whole  matter,  on  that  affidavit,  to  the  favour- 
able consideration  of  the  Court. 


The  Master  <^  the  Rolls. 

I  shall  not  decide  this  case  without  first  reading,  with 
careful  attention,  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Glenny.  What- 
ever might  have  been  his  belief  at  the  time  he  published 
these  articles,  that  belief  will  not  protect  him  from 
the  consequences,  if  his  publication  has  been  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  disturb  the  free  course  of  justice*  The 
effect  of  such  publications  would  seem  to  be  not  only 
to  deter  persons  from  coming  forward  to  give  evidence 
on  one  side,  but  to  induce  witnesses  to  give  evidence 
on  the  other  side  alone.  What  I  am  to  consider  i^ 
whether  these  papers  are  or  are  not  calculated  to  disturb 
the  firee  course  of  justice. 


Tke 


(c)  1  p.  Wwu.  675. 
(5)  9  Mi.  469. 
(c)  2  Diek.  794. 
id)  9rckSCB,5Sa 


(e)  2AfyLtCr.5\6. 
(g)  Before  Lord 

1835. 


m 
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Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  but  that  this  publication  comes  within 
^  cases  cited  and  is  a  contempt  of  Court.  I  am  sur- 
'Jsed  that  a  gentleman  of  education  and  science  should 
ink  that  it  was  serving  the  cause  of  truth  and  justice, 
likely  to  benefit  the  gardeners^whose  interest  he  pro- 
ses to  advocate,  to  publish  articles  of  this  description 
^sxiding  the  progress  of  a  cause.  Having  regard,  how- 
e^ver,  to  the  statements  contained  in  the  affidavit  of  Mr. 
CSI^nntfj  and  not  wishing  to  visit  him  with  any  greater 
severity  than  the  circumstances  require,  I  think  that 
justice  would  be  satisfied  by  ordering  him  to  pay  all  the 
costs  of  the  proceeding.  On  his  'doing  this,  I  sliall  not 
disposed  to  proceed  further  in  the  case. 


1839. 


LiTTLXE, 

Thomson. 
March  25m 


PRITCHARD  t;.  FOULKES. 


July  6.  19. 


THIS  was  a  motion  to  suppress  the  depositions  of  a  A  petition 
1.1  !•  1  ,     for  a  corn- 

witness  examined  in  the  cause :  one  ot  the  grounds  mission  to 

vas  that  the  interrogatories  on  which  the  witness  was  examine  wit- 

^     ^     ,  nesses,  and 

^^mined  were  wrongly  intituled.  the  order 

thereon,  ob- 
tained by  con- 
The  case  was  that  Elizabeth  Eddofwesy  one  of  the  De-  sent,  were  in^ 

fendants  to   the  original  bill,  having  died   after  her  J^ijSnll'anT 

answer  had  been  put  in,  a  ^bill  of  revivor  against  her  revived  suit» 

J^presentatives  was  filed,  and  an  order  to  revive  was  rogatories 

obtained  and  served  properly  on  the  Defendants  to  the  ^^^^  iniitulec! 

bill  of  revivor,  and  also  on  the  surviving  Defendants.       cause  only : 

Some  Held,  that  the 
interrogato- 
ries were  wrongly  intituled,  and  the  depositions  were  suppressed. 
Depositions  suppressed  on  the  ground  of  interrogatories  being  intituled  in  one 
<^uie,  in  which  a  deceased  defendant  and  her  representatives  were  all  stated  to  be 
defendants  together. 

K  3 


1S4 


18S9. 


Peitchard 

V. 

F0ULK£f. 
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Some  time  afterwards  a  petidon  for  a  oomoiissioii  to 
examine  witnesses  was  presented :  this  petition  was  in- 
tituled in  the  original  and  revived  suit ;  an  order  for  a 
commission  intituled  in  the  same  manner  was  granted 
by  consent,  and  the  commission  issued  under  that 
order. 


At  the  execution  of  the  commission,  interrogatories 
were  produced  on  the  behalf  of  one  of  the  surviving 
Defendants  in  the  original  cause :  those  interrogatories 
were  intituled  in  the  original  cause  only.  A  witness  was 
examined  upon  them,  and  the  motion  sought  to  suppress 
those  depositions,  and  also  other  depositions  of  the 
same  witness  taken  in  the  examiner's  office  upon  In- 
terrogatories intituled  in  the  same  manner. 

The  objection  taken  was,  that  the  interrogatories 
ought  to  have  been  intituled  in  the  original  and  revived 
suit  in  the  same  manner  as  the  order  under  which  the 
commission  issued. 

It  was  answered,  that  although  one  Defendant  was 
dead,  and  an  abatement  as  to  her  had  occurred^  there 
was  no  abatement  as  to  the  surviving  Defendants,  who 
were  the  only  parties  to  the  original  cause,  who  were  in 
contest  with  the  Plaintiffs  in  that  cause  only,  and  being 
entire  strangers  to  the  abatement  and  revivor,  were 
neither  bound  nor  at  liberty  to  take  any  notice  of  the 
proceedings  in  respect  thereof. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  in  support  of 
the  motion. 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Bacon^  contra. 


Curve 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


435 


Ovtr  ▼•  Bom^{a)  was  cited;  and  see  Campbell  v. 
{b)  and  Feny  y.  Siloesler.  (c) 


The  Master  of  ike  Roxxs,  after  stating  that  the  order 
Teme  had  been  nnnecedsarily  served  on  the  surviv- 
Defendants  to  the  original  bill,  with  respect  to 
iom  there  was  no  abatement,  proceeded. 


J  have  consulted  the  officers  of  the  Court  on  the  sub- 
;  but  in  consequence  of  some  differences  of  opinion 
haye  been  unable  to  afibrd  me  all  the  assistance  I 


J1899. 


Pritchasd 

FOULKBS. 


Jvlff  19. 


It  is  agreed  that  an  abatement  by  the  death  of  one 
^E^^fendant  does  not  affect  the  surviving  Defendants,  who 
^^i^^  not  proper  parties  to  a  bill  of  revivor  and  who  are  only 
^cmcemed  with  the  Plaintiff's  proceedings  on  the  abate- 
'ti^ent,  to  the  extent  in  which  the  Court,  upon  a  special 
^^v^se^  may  think  that  the  circumstances  attending  the 
^cune  may  excuse  some  delay,  and  consequently  affect 
^e  right  of  the  surviving  Defendants  to  the  original 
^use  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.     It  is 
•  iigreed  also,  that  if  in  the  present  case  there  had  been 
Ho  order  for  a  commission,  and  the  witness  had  been 
examined  before  the  examiner  upon  interrogatories  in- 
tituled as  these  were,  the  depositions  would  have  been 
regularly  taken;  and  there  are  some  who  think  that, 
notwidistanding  the  order  for  a  commission,  in  which 
all  parties  joined,  and  the  double  title  of  that  order, 
the  depositions  taken  upon  interrogatories  intituled  in 
the  original  cause  only,  are   regular;  but  upon   this 

point, 

(a)  5  Swan.  357.  (c)  Jac.S3, 

{b)  3  Younge  4-  C.  780. 
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18S9.       pointy  (the  only  one  which  is  material  on  the  present 
^|^"V^^    occasion),  there  is  very  great  differeace  of  qpinion^  and 
V.  no  authority  bearing  upon  the  question  has  been  fiHmd ; 

FoaLKEs.  J  ^^  therefore  under  the  necessity  of  being  guided 
by  that  which  appears  to  me  to  be  the  most  reasonable 
and  regular  ooursCf  and  I  think  that  the  Defendants 
having  consented  to  the  order  of  the  19th  of  Jufy  1888^ 
which  was  intituled  in  the  original  cause  and  revived 
suit,  and  the  commission  in  which  all  parties  jmned 
having  issued  under  that  order,  all  the  proceedings 
which  afterwards  took  place  ought  to  have  been  inti- 
tuled in  the  same  manner,  and  consequently  that  the 
interrogatories  were  wrongly  intituled  in  the  original 
cause  only,  and  that  the  depositions  ought  to  be  sup* 
pressed. 


There  was  a  subsequent  motion  to  suppress  other  der 
positions,  on  the  ground  of  the  interrogatories  bdng 
intituled  in  one  cause,  in  which  the  deceased  Defendant 
and  her  representatives  were  all  stated  to  be  Defendants 
together, 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  it  appeared  to 
him  that  this  titie  was  clearly  irregular,  and  that  the 
depositions  taken  on  these  interrogatories  must  be  sup- 
pressed. 
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18S9. 


PECK  V.  CARD  WfiLL.  ,      ^prU  20.  m, 

•  25. 30. 

TN  If91f  John  Singleton^  John  Hodgson^  Biehard  Card*  Four  persons 

■■■  loeU  and  Henry  Helme,  all  of  whom  were  since  dead»  JJJJJ^g  |^ j  ^^ ^ 

became  the  purchasers  of  some  property  in  the  neigh*  ^*^  ^^^\  !^ 

bourhood  of  Liverpool^  called  the  Hedge  Hill  estate,  for  out  in  streeu, 

the  sam  of  7350/.     The  purchase  money  was  advanced  f"^  •^^^ ' ". 
,  ^  ''  lots,  according 

Dy  Hodgson  and  CardweU  alone.     On  the  11th  of  jFi?^  to  a  specified 
''^ajy  1791,  the  property  was  conveyed  to  the  purchasers,  E^^ies  died  •  * 
'K^d  on  the  19th  of  March  following,  Helme  and  Singleton  and  there 
'^'oiigaged  their  shares  to  Hodgson  and  CardweU^  to  tabhf  mund^' 
^^cnre  to  them  their  proportions  of  the  purchase  money  for  putting  an 

^•^ich  had  been  paid  for  them  by  Hoc^son  and  Card*  agreement : 
Vf^Jj  *  Held,  that  the 

represent- 
atives of  one 

On  the  same  ^day  the  parties  executed  an  agreement,  could  noT*^ 
^^^ulating  the  mode  in  which  the  land  was  to  be  laid  maintain  a 
^'U^  for  building  upon,  and,  for  selling  the  same  in  lots,  partition 

ii^in  time  to  time,  for  their  mutual  benefit;  and  it  was  ^^^inst  the 

represent- 
&S<^^»  ^^^  if  either  party  or  his  heirs  should  be  de^  ativesofthe 

sirous  of  selling  his  share,  it  should  be  first  offered  to  the  ^^^^'^* 
other  parties  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  the  vendor ;  and  if  and  D.  pur- 
vefiised  by  the  others,  then  it  might  be  sold  to  any  other  on^^oint"^ 
person,  to  be  first  approved  of  by  the  rest ;  and  if  such  speculation; 
purchaser  should  be  refused  or  rejected  by  the  rest,  then  agreed^m  case 
the  share  was  to  be  valued  by  arbitration;  and  if  the  «therofthem 

"^  should  sell  his 

other  share,  to  give 
to  the  others 
«>e  option  of  buying.    A.  and  B,  ptud  the  whole  purchase  money,  and  C\  and  D. 
DMirt^iged  their  shares  to  A.  and  B,  to  secure  their  proportions.    D,  died,  and 
Blade  A^  C.  and  W.  executors  and  trustees,  and  gave  them  power  to  sell  but  no 
power  to  make  purchases.    A.  and  B,^  who  alone  proved  the  will,  together  with 
|^09,8greed  to  relinquish  to  C.  a  portion  of  the  estate,  in  consideration  of  C.*s  re» 
leasog  to  them  his  share  in  the  residue,  subject  to  his  mortgage  debt  thereon. 
H^.  died,  and  A.  and  B.  afterwards  completed  the  contract;  Held,  that  as  there  was 
^  power  given  to  the  executors  and  trustees  of  />.  to  purchase,  or  to  render  the 
^^^attoi^s  estate  liable  to  a  portion  of  C's  mortgage,  the  estate  of  D,  was  not  en- 
^'^  to  participate  in  the  benefit  of  the  purchase. 
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1889.  other  partners  refused  to  purchase  at  that  yaluation, 
then  the  party  selling  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  dispose  o 
his  share  by  public  auction  to  the  highest  bidder. 

« 

Stngletoftj  by  his  will,  appointed  CardweU  and  Hdme 

tod  a  Mr.  Edvoard  Whiteside  his  executors  anA  trus- 
tees, and  devised  to  them  his  one  fourth  share  of  the 
property  on  certain  trusts ;  he  gave  them  power  to  con- 
cur with  the  other  parties  interested  in  the  property  in 
opening  'streets,  in  selling,  conveying,  or  making  parti- 
tion of  the  property,  and  power  to  sell  any  share  which 
might  be  allotted  to  his  estate  in  severalty. 

Singleton  died  in  1 793,  his  share  being  still  subject  to 
the  mortgage  to  Hodgson  and  CardwelL  CardweU  and 
Helme  proved  his  will.  Edward  Wkitesidej  who  was 
tenant  for  life  of  Singleion*s  property,  though  he*  did 
not  prove  the  will,  seemed  to  have  acted  with  Hodg" 
son  and  CardweU  in  the  management  of  the  property. 
Helme  became  desirous  of  retiring  from  the  concern, 
and,  on  the  6th  of  June  1798,  'an  arrangement  was 
entered  into,  by  which  Hodgson^  CardweU  and  White' 
sidej  described  as  partners,  agreed  to  relinquish  to  Helme 
one  acre  and  a  quarter  of  the  land  absolutely,  on  his 
giving  up  all  claim  whatever  to  the  remainder  of  the 
estate  subject  to  his  mortgage  debt,  which,  it  was  alleged, 
was  considered  to  be  the  value  of  the  share  so  released. 
Edward  Whiteside^  the  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  of 
Singletofij  died  in  Jtdy  1798,  and  thereupon  the  Hain- 
tifis,  who  were  then  infants,  became  beneficially  in- 
terested in  Singletorfs  estate.  After  the  death  of 
Whiteside  the  one  acre  and  a  quarter  of  the  partnership 
land  was  conveyed  to  Helme^  and  one  fourth  of  the 
value  was  carried  to  the  separate  account  of  the  estate  of 
Singleton^  free  from  any  charge,  and  at  the  same  time 
CardweU  and  Hodgson  took  to  themselves  Helmets  in- 
terest 
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terest  in  the  renuuDder  of  the  estate.    By  this  biU  the        1889. 
FkintiflBi  insisted,  that  on  the  redrement  of  Hdme  irom 
the  partnership,  the  parties  interested  nnder  the  will 
of  Singlelan  had  a  right  to  participate  in  the  benefit  of 
'die  purchase  of  Helmets  share ;  they  prayed  for  conse- 
quential accounts,  and  for  a  partition  of  the  estate ;  they 
contended,  that  as  the  representatives  o(  Singleton  were 
^ntided  to  the  benefit  of  the  option  of  purchasing  Helnufs 
and  as  the  purchase  had  been  made  by  persons, 
:hiding  Whiteside^  who  stood  in  the  situation  of  part- 
as  well  as  of  executors  and  trustees,  the  estate  of 
■JSSmwmglekm^  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  contract 

3f r.  Kinderda/i  Mr.  O.  Bichards  and  Mr.  Booths  for 
tiflft. 


'Mt.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  prin< 
Defendant. 


Jf  r.  Parry  and  Mr.  &  Skarpe^  for  other  Defendants. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     In  the  year  1 798,  the      AprU  so. 

piece  of  land  which  is  in  question  in  this  cause  was 

^^^ested,  in  equal  fourth  parts,  in  Richard  Cardwell^  John 

^^^dgion^  Henry  Helme  and  the  trustees  of  John  Single* 

^^8  will ;  the  trustees  were  Richard  CardxDettf  Henry 

^^me  and  Edeoard  Whiteside.  The  estate  was  held  sub- 

J^  to  the  agreement  of  the  19th  of  AforcA  1791,the  shares 

^^  Gelme  and  the  share  vested  in  the  trustees  of  Single- 

^  ^rare  subject  to  mortgages  to  Cardwell  and  Hodgson 

^  the  amounts  of  their  shares  of  the  purchase  money; 

^  the  will  of  Singleton  devised  his  share  to  his  trustees, 

^  trps^  which  enabled  them  to  concur  with  the  other 

persons, 
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1839.  persons,  i.  e.  with  themselves  Cardwell  and  Helme,  and 
with  Hodgson^  or  those  claiming  under  them,  in  opening 
streets,  in  selling  and  conveying  the  property,  and  in 
making  partition,  and  selling  any  share  which  might  be 
allotted  to  the  estate  of  Singleton  in  severalty.  It  doe! 
not  appear  to  me  that  these  parties  can  be  considered 
merely  as  tenants  in  common  of  land,  as  to  portions  ol 
which  some  of  them  were  entitled  partly  as  trustees  and 
partly  for  their  own  benefit,  or  that  they  can  be  con- 
sidered merely  as  partners  in  a  trading  concern,  whid) 
the  survivors  were  carrying  on  for  the  benefit  of  them- 
selves,  and  of  the  estate  of  the  one  who  was  dead 
They  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  land  subject  tc 
particular  agreements,  and  they  were  partners  subject 
to  the  agreement  of  March  1791,  and  also  subject^  ai 
to  Cardwell  and  Helme,  with  respect  to  the  share  ol 
Singleton^  to  their  duties  and  responsibilities  as  trustees 
and  executors  of  Singleton^s  will ;  and  moreover  Card* 
well  and  Hodgson  were  mortgagees  entitled  to  demand 
payment  of  what  was  due  to  them  from  Hebne  and  the 
estate  of  Singleton. 

It  seems  that  Whiteside,  one  of*  the  executors  and 
trustees  of  Singleton,  and  beneficially  entitled  to  his 
residuary  estate  for  life,  was  in  some  sense  considered 
as  a  partner  with  Cardwell,  Hodgson  and  Helme;  and  on 
tlie  6th  otjune  1798,  Cardwell,  Hodgson  and  Whiteside^ 
described  as  partners,  agreed  to  relinquish  an  acre  and 
a  quarter  of  the  land  to  Helme,  on  his  paying  the 
balance  due  from  him  to  them  and  interest  thereon,  and 
giving  up  all  claim  whatever  to  the  estate. 

All  parties  to  the  transaction  having  long  since  died, 
we  have  nothing  beyond  the  instrument  itself,  and  oui 
knowledge,  necessarily  imperfect,  of  the  circumstance^ 
«f  the  parties  to  explain  what  their  meaning  was. 

Thi 
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The  provisioa  that  Helme  was  to  give  up  his  daim        1839* 
fto  tbe  rest  of  the  estate,  in  consideration  of  receiving  in 
mevenity  a  portion  of  that  which  was  partnership  pro- 
perty, leads  to  the  inference  that  that  which  he  was  to 
grive  up  was  to  be  given  up  for  the  benefit  of  the  re- 
maining partners;  and  the  terms  of  the  agreement  would 
lead  to  the  inference,  that  Cardvoell  and  Hodgson^  two  of 
the  original   partners,  and   Whiteside  as  representing 
the  estate  of  Singletorij  were  to  be  considered  as  the  re- 
maining partners  after  the  retirement  of  Helme  ;  and  it 
is  upon  this  that  the  Plaintiffs  found  their  title  to  relief, 
for  they  say,  that  by  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  June 
1798,  the  estate  oi  Singleton  acquired,  and  could  not 
cifterwards  be  deprived  of,  an  absolute  interest  in  that 
wbich  Helme  agreed  to  give  up. 

But  other  questions  must  unavoidably  be  considered. 
"Hie  share  of  Helme  was  charged  with  a  mortgage 
d^t  of  18S7/.  lOs.  in  favour  of  Cardvoell  and  Hodgson, 
^lio  were  entitled  to  claim  immediate  payment,  and  if 
Necessary,  to  take  immediate  steps  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage; they  were  not  bound,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
^ey  agreed  in  any  way  to  give  up  this  advantage* 
GirdvifU^  though  one  of  the  executors  otSingleton,  was 
entitled  to  obtain  payment  of  the  debt  due  from  the  estate 
^Sin^eton  on  the  mortgage  of  his  share  of  the  estate* 
fle  was  under  no  obligation  to  qualify  or  suspend  his 
daim  to  recover  the  debt  due  on  Helni^s  share  for  the 
benefit  of  Singleton*s  estate,  and  he  was  without  au- 
thority to  subject  Singleton^s  estate  to  any  risk    or 
liability  whatever,  in  consideration  of  acquiring  for  it  a 
laiger  interest  in  the  partnership  property* 

We  do  not  know  what  course  would  have  been  pur- 
ioed  if  Mr*  Whiteside  had  lived, — what  he  might  have 
beea  disposed  to  do  to  satisfy  the  mortgage  claims  of 

Cardwell 
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18S9*  CardmeU  and  Hodgson^  -**  what  responsibilities  he  n 
have  been  disposed  to  incur  for  the  benefit  of  his  fiu 
or  how  far  CardweU  and  Helme  might  have  been 
posed  to  rely  on  him  to  secure  themselves  against 
responsibilities  of  their  own,  for  Mr.  Whiteside 
almost  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  agreements 
before  any  thing  was  done  to  carry  it  into  execat 
and  then  arose  the  question,  what  Cardwettj  Hodgson 
Helmef  as  surviving  partners,  and  CardweU  and  Ht 
as  surviving  trustees  of  Singleton^  were  to  do.  In 
they  conveyed  to  Helme  one  acre  and  a  quarter  ol 
partnership  land,  and  carried  to  the  separate  aoo 
one  fourth  part  of  the  value  free  from  any  chi 
and  at  the  same  time  CardweU  and  Hodgson  too] 
themselves  Helmets  interest  in  the  remainder  of 
estate ;  the  effect  of  which  was,  that  the  estate  of  Sit 
ton  obtained  one  fourth  part  of  the  value  of  one 
and  a  quarter  of  land,  just  as  if  it  had  been  sold  to 
stranger,  and  continued  entitled  to  one  fourth  of 
residue  of  the  property,  subject  only  to  the  mort| 
debt  which  Singleton  himself  had  created. 

The  argument  of  the  Plaintiff  is,  that  by  the  ag 
ment  otjime  1798,  the  estate  of  Singleton  had  acti 
acquired  a  right  to  participate  in  any  benefit  that  o 
in  any  way  be  derived  froni  the  purchase  of  Hei 
interest  or  equity  of  redemption  in  so  much  of  the 
perty  as  remained  in  partnership ;  and  that  by  the  i 
sequent  transaction,  the  whole  benefit  of  Sin^ 
estate  was  cut  down  to  one  fourth  part  of  the  vale 
that  part  of  the  partnership  property  which  was  < 
veyed  to  Helme;  and  that  CardweU  and  Hodgson  obta 
for  themselves  the  whole  of  Helm^s  interest,  or  in  o 
words,  that  Car  dwells  Hodgson  and  Helme  {CardweU 
Helme  being  both  surviving  partners,  and  also  tms 
of  Singleton*s  estate),  concurred  in  appropriating 

Card 
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CSct^^'^tweU  and  Hodgson  that  share  of  HelnufB  equi^  of       18S9. 
L^BOiption  to  which  the  estate  of  Singleton  had  pre- 
mJtXj  become  entitled;  and  I  think  that  the  argument 
^^nromald  have  been  of  great  weight,  if  there  had  been 
skim'^liority  to  make  Singleion*s  estate  liable  to  additional 
d^bt  in  order  to  obtain  an  enlarged  interest  in  the 
pakK-tiiershipy  and  if  CardweU  and  Hodgson  had  come 
any  obligation  to  forbear  from  demanding  pay* 
of  the  debt  charged  on  Hebn^s  share;  but  seeing 
xeason  to  think  that  Singleton*s  estate  became  entided 
any  interest  in  Helmets  share  without  paying,  or 
becrcming  liable  to  pay  one  third  of  Helm^s  mortgage 
^^bt ;  and  there  being  no  authority  to  make  Singletoifs 
liable  to  pay  any  part  of  the  mortgage,  the  argument 
^Pl>ears  to  me  to  fidl.    If  this  were  a  purchase  by  the 
of  the  trust  property  it  would  not  be  supported, 
ir  by  the  fiurness  of  the  transaction,  or  by  the  com- 
^^^Unications  made  to  the  friends  of  the  in&nt  cesUds  jue 
^'^'"^^Mi;  but  considering  it,  as  it  is,  a  partnership  transao* 
^013,  in  which  the  interest  of  a  deceased  partner  was 
^St^ted  by  the  restricted  powers  contained  in  the  will  of 
5^^  deceased  partner,  and  conceiving  that  it  would  have 
a  breach  of  trust  to  subject  the  assets  of  Singkion 
mnj  additional  risk  in  the  expectation  of  deriving  an 
^^<3idonal  profit  from  an  enlarged  share  in  the  partner- 
ship property,  and  that  CardweU  and  Hodgson  were  not 
^^^^^nd  to  forego  their  own  claim  to  payment,  I  do  not 
^^S^ik  that  the  Plaintifis  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  they 
'^'^^^r  seek.     Being  of  this  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
^^^^ail  minutely  the  efiect  of  the  long  correspondence 
ich  has  been  proved.     I  see  no  reason  to  think  that 
was  any  intention  to  conceal  any  part  of  the  trans- 
ion  ;  but  I  have  some  doubt  whether  there  is  sufficient 
*^^^^Dof  that  the  full  particulars  of  the  whole  transaction 
communicated  in  a  manner  and  under  circum- 
ices  to  make  it  perfectly  clear,  that  the  cestuis  que  trust 

knew 
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18S9.  knew  every  thing  required  to  enable  them  to  determine 

^^^^^^^"^  whether  they  would  or  not  confirm  the  transaction,  if  it 

V.  had  been  a  transaction  the  validi^  of  which  depended 

Cardwell.  on  their  confirmation. 

As  the  accuracy  of  the  accounts  which  have  been 
rendered  is  not  disputed,  otherwise  than  as  those  ac- 
counts have  no!t  given  to  the  Plaintiffi  any  thing  in 
respect  of  the  share  which  is  claimed  by  the  bill.  Oh 
only  question  which  remains  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff 
are  entitled  to  a  partition,  and  to  have  thdr  fourth  oj 
the  remaining  partnership  lands  allotted  to  them  ic 
severalty,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  consistently  witl 
the  agreement  of  1791  there  cannot  be  a  partition.  I 
is  evident  that,  according  to  that  agreement,  the  partie 
thereto  and  those  claiming  under  them,  were  to  hold  th< 
land  remaining  unsold  together,  for  the  purpose  of  sell 
ing  the  same  in  lots  for  building,  according  to  a  certaii 
plan.  The  bill  does  not  allege  any  equitable  groom 
for  putting  an  end  to  the  agreement,  but  claims  par 
tition  as  a  right.  It  seems,  however,  so  unlikely  tha 
the  interest  of  either  party  can  be  promoted  by  the  con 
tinuance  of  the  partnership,  that  I  should  be  glad,  i 
upon  consideration  some  arrangement  could  be  iDad> 
for  separating  their  interests  and  securing  to  each  wba 
he  is  entitled  to,  without  varying  firom  that  plan  whici 
seems  to  have  been  adopted. 

If  no  arrangement  can  be  made,  I  think  that  the  bil 
must  be  dismbsed. 


T 
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1839. 

CURSHAM  V.  NEWLAND.  jvbc.  se. 

4 

JHE  will  of  the  testator,  Richard  MerrickSi  dated  in  The  words 

1821,  contained  the  foHowing  residuary  clause :  —  ?  lawf"l«suc" 
^      »  ,  *  '"^  ^  devise  to 

**  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  the  rest  of  my  freehold,  four  parents 

copyhold  and  leasehold  estates,  with  all  my  household  ""awfuTissue 

goods,  plate,  linen,  china  and  all  other  my  real  and  per-  respectively  in 
1  •  L    1    •  1.  1      t^i^  general" 

sonai  estate,  with  their  appurtenances,  accordmg  to  the  with  benefit 
nature  and  quality  of  such  estates  respectively,  to  my  dear  "u-^"!^'^^  j 
"^ife,  Elizabeih  Merricis,  for  her  own  absolute  use  and  be-  amongst  their 
nefit,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  ^-'"1^^  a?^""' 
from  and  immediately  after  her  decease,  unto  my  said  tenants  in 
son  and  daughters,  Richard  Merricks  and  Elizabeih  the  held,  upon 

^ife    of  the  said   George  Bitckton,   Louisa    Merricks,  the  context  of 
Q-  _--  _      ^  _  a  will,  to  be 

»*«awkz  Woodyer  Merricks  and  Harriet  Mef'ricks,  and  words  of  pur- 

^heir  law/id  issue  respectively,  in  tail  general,  with  bene-  onimitation^' 

•A^  of  suroivorship  to  and  amongst   their  issue  respec-'     The  testator 

J^iwefy,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  gijuary  free- 

provided  always  that  such  issue  not  to  have  a  vested  J^oM  copy- 

-•  ^  .11  .1  f  ^°*"  a"d 

interest  until  they  attam  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  leasehold 

^ng  sons,  and  being  daughters  until  they  shall  attain  estates  to  his 

^  '  &        "&  J  son  and  four 

that  daughters, 
^  ^*  and  their  law' 

f^^ue  respecHvcfy  in  tail  general^  with  benefit  of  survivorship  to  and  amongst  their 
'••ne  respectively,  as  tenants  in  common ; "  but  such  issue  "  being  sons*'  not  to  have 
tested  interests  until  they  attained  twenty-one,  or  "  being  daughters,"  until  twenty- 
one  or  marriage ;  with  power  to  the  trustees,  after  the  death  of  his  son  or  daughters 
'^Pectively,  to  advance  such  issue  during  minority,  to  the  extent  of  one  half  the 
^/^umptive  share  of  "  each  child;**  and  in  case  his  son  or  daughters  or  any  or 
^    i?**  of  them  should  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or  with  lawful  issue,  and 
'^cH    issue,  being  a  son  or  sons,  should  not  attain  twenty-one,  or  being  a  daughter 
fr  ^^vglUerSf  should  not  attain  that  age  or  be  married,  then  the  part  or  share  of 
'"^     or  her  so  dying  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  survivors  and  their  issue,  in  the 


^^''^^  manner  as  their  original  shares:  Held,  that  the  testator's  children  took  estates 
^  -^fe,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  the  freeholds  and  copyholds,  with  remainder  to 
crJ^  grandchildren,  in  tail  general,  in  the  shares  of  their  respective  parents,  with 
j^?*-Hremainders  in  tail  between  such  grandchildren  respectively,  and  with  re- 
j|^**^cler  for  life  to  the  survivors  or  survivor,  others  or  other  of  the  parents,  in  equal 
j^5^^«  for  life,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  their  children;  the  shares  accruing  to  such 
i^'^l^^ors,  &C.  to  be  subject  to  the  same  limitations  and  such  benefit  of  survivorship 
^■^«  original  shares. 
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that  age  or  be  married ;  but  during  the  minority  of 
said  issue  of  my  said  son  and  daughters  respectively, 
do  hereby  authorise  my  said  trustees,  or  the  survive 
or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  aftet 
the  death  of  either  my  said  son  or  daughters  respec- 
tively, to  apply  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  rentss 
issues  and  profits  of  the  said  estates,  and  not 
the  interest  of  the  presumptive  share  of  each  chi 
therein,  for  and  towards  his,  her  or  their  maintenance,^' 
education  and  advancement  in  life  during  minority  s 
and  in  case  my  said  son  and  daughters  or  any  or  either'^K^ 
of  them  shall  die  in*  my  lifetime  or  after  my 
without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or  with  lawful  issue,  and  sui 
issue  being  a  son  or  sofis  shall  not  live  to  attain  the 
of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter  or 
shall  not  live  to  attain  that  age  or  be  married,  then  thi 
part  or  share  or  parts  or  shares  of  him,  her  or  tb 
so  dying,  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  surmvors 
their  issue,  in  the  same  manner  as  their  original 
and  shares  are  hereinbefore  given  to  them  respectivd 
as  aforesaid.'' 


In  a  former  part  of  his  will  the  testator  had  deyised 
an  estate  to  his  two  nephews  respectively,  during  their 
lives  and  the  life  of  the  longest  liver,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  ^*  and  after 
the  decease  of  his  said  nephews,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  lawful  children  of  his 
nephews  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  *'  as 
tenants  in  common,"  with  a  gift  over  in  the  event  0£ 
there  being  no  such  child,  or  there  being  children  of  his 
nephews  or  an  only  child,  they  should  die  in  the  life- 
time of  his  nephews  or  the  survivor  of  them  without 
leaving  lawful  issue. 
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The  testator  had  also  in  a  previous  clause  directed  a 
sum  of  4000^.  to  be  invested  in  trust  for  his  son  Richard 
JHferricks  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Bichard  Merrick^s 
"vvife  for  life,  with  remainder  amongst  the  children  of 
JRichard  Merricks  who  should  live  to  attain  twenty-one 
Iseing  a  son,  or  being  a  daughter  should  attain  that  age 
or  marry  with  consent;  ^^  but  in  case  hb  son  Bichard 
JSderricks  should   die   without  leaving  Uvoafid  issue^  or 
leaving  Uvwfid  issue,  such  issue  being  a  son  should  not 
live  to  attain  twenty*one,  or  being  a  daughter  should 
xmot  attain  that  age  or  be  married  as  aforesaid,"  then 
1  mmediately  after  the  death  of  his  said  son  and  wife,  to 
<3ivide  the  fund  between  the  testator's  four  daughters 
ho  should  be  then  living,  or  the  Uvwfid  issue  of  such  of 
as  should  be  then  dead,  such  issue  taking  the  part 
r  share  which  their,  his  or  her  mother  would  have 
n  entitled  to  had  she  been  then  living,  to  be  equally 
«3ivided  amongst  the  children  of  such  of  his  daughters 
^^irho  should  be  then  dead ;  and  if  neither  of  the  testa- 
said  daughters  should  be  living  at  the  decease  of 
is  son  Richard  Merricks  and  wife  without  leaving  Uewfid 
-^ssue  as  qforesaidj  then  he  directed  tlie  fund  to  be  divided 
^squally  between  all  his  grandchildren,  being  children  of 
b  aforesaid  daughters. 


1839. 


CuaiHAM 
NswuoriK 


The  testator  died  in  1822. 

The  case  had  been  originally  sent  by  this  Court  for 
'^he  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  this 
question :  ^^  What  estates  the  children  of  Richard  Mer» 
'wicks  the  testator  took  in  the  freehold,  copyhold  and 
leasehold  lands  respectively;  and  whether  the  grand- 
children took  by  purchase  any  and  what  estates  in  the 
same  lands  respectively,  or  any  of  them.'' 
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The  Judges  of  the  Conimon  Pleas  certified^  that  the 
children  of  the  testator  took  estates  for  their  respective 
lives,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  the  freehold  and  copy- 
hold lands  devised  by  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will, 
and  the  grandchildren  contingent  remainders,  in  tail 
general,  by  purchase,  in  the  shares  of  their  respective 
parents  in  the  same  lands,  with  cross-remainders  in 
tail  among  such  grandchildren  respectively,  and  cross^ 
remainders  in  tail  among  their  parents;  the  testator 
having  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
used  the  words  *^  issue  of  child  or  children  **  as  synony- 
mous with  *^  sons  or  daughters  of  a  child  or  children,** 
and  that  the  children  and  grandchildren  respectively 
took  corresponding  interests  in  the  leaseholds,  (a) 


The  case  coming  before  this  Court  upon  the  certificate 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  it  was  contended,  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  respective  children  of 
the  testator  took  estates  for  life,  and  that  their  children 
took  estates  tail  in  the  respective  shares  of  their  own 
parents,  with  cross-remainders  between  them ;  but  that 
if  any  one  of  the  parents  died  without  leaving  children, 
then  that  his  or  her  share  went  to  the  other  children  of 
the  testator,  as  tenants  in  common,  Jbr  life^  with  re- 
mainder to  their  children,  in  the  same  way  as  their 
original  shares ;  and  that  the  word  *^  survivors "  must 
be  read  "  others  or  other." 


It  being  admitted,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 
there  was  considerable  difficulty  in  maintaining  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  Common  Pleas  in  this  respect,  the  case  was 
referred,  in  similar  terms,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  who,  on  the  5th  of  June 
1838,  certified  as  follows :  — .**  We  have  heard  this  case 

argued 

(a)  S  Bing.  K  C.  58.  j  and  2  Scott,  105. 
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rgued  by  counsel  and  considered  it,  and  we  are  of 
pinion  that  the  testator's  son  and  daughters  took  estates 
br  their  respective  lives,  in  remainder,  after  the  death 
f  the  testator's  widow,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  the 
reehold  and  copyhold  lands  devised  by  the  residuary 
Jause,  with  contingent  remainders  in  their  respective 
hares  to  their  respective  children  by  purchase,  as  te- 
lants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross-remainders  in  tail 
etween  such  children  in  each  respective  share,  with 
oss-remainders  over  in  the  whole  of  each  of  such 
hares  respectively,  on  failure  of  all  the  children  of  any^ 
ne  son  or  daughter  and  their  issue,  to  the  survivors  or 
-xnvor  of  the  testator's  sons  or  daughters  for  life,  re- 
ainder  in  tail  general  to  the  children  of  such  surviving 
on  or  daughter  respectively,  in  like  manner  as  in  the 
irigioal  share  given  to  such  son  or  daughters  respec- 
ively ;  and  that  the  son  and  daughters  and  their  children 
Uvely  took  corresponding  interests  in  the  lease- 
olds  by  way  of  executory  bequest."  (a) 


The  case  now  came  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
pon  this  certificate,  which,  without  argument,  was  con- 
^rmed  with  this  addition,  that  it  was  admitted  by 
«x)unsel  on  both  sides,  and  allowed  by  the  Court,  that 
^he  word  **  survivors"  was  to  be  construed  as  *^  others," 
^tnd  that  the  accruing  shares  were  to  be  subject  to  the 
^same  limitations  over  as  the  original  shares* 

Aln  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Birdj  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Teed^  for  the  Defendants. 

(a)  4  Mee.  cj-  W.  101. 


1839. 


CUMHAK 

Nbwlano. 


EXTRACT   FROM    DECREE. 

Declare,  that  according  to  the  intention  of  the  said  testator  and 
^e  true  construction  of  his  will,  the  said  Plaintiffs  and  the  De- 
fendants 
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fendonts  Richard  Merrieh  and  Elizabeth  Btwkton,  the  five  children 
of  the  said  testator,  became  entitled  under  such  will,  upon  the 
death  of  the  said  testator's  widow,  Elizabeth  Merricki,  in  the  plead- 
ings named,  to  all  the  residuary  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  of 
the  said  testator  devised  by  his  said  will,  for  their  respective  lives, 
in  equal  shares,  each  taking  an  estate  in  one  fifth  thereof  for  his 
or  her  life;  with  remainder  as  to  such  one  fifth,  to  his  or  her 
children,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross- 
remainders  between  or  among  such  children  in  tail ;  and  if  but  one, 
to  such  only  child  in  tail ;  with  remainder  after  the  failure  or  de- 
termination of  such  estates  tail,  as  to  each  fifth,  to  the  survivors  or 
survivor  and  others  or  other  of  the  said  five  children  of  the  said 
testator,  in  equal  shares,  such  accruing  share  of  each  such  survivor 
and  other  to  be  subject  to  the  like  limitations  over  expectant  on 
the  life  estate  of  each  such  child,  and  also  expectant  on  the  failure 
of  issue  of  each  such  child  as  his  or  her  original  fifth  share,  and  the 
like  estates  and  limitations  over  to  extend  to  all  shares  surviving 
or  accruing  to  any  child  of  the  testator,  or  the  issue  of  any  such 
child  respectively,  as  hereinbefore  declared  as  to  the  original  fifth 
shares.  And  declare,  that  the  said  Plaintifi^  and  Defendants,  the 
five  children  of  the  said  testator,  became  entitled,  on  the  death  oi 
the  said  testator's  said  widow,  to  the  residuary  leasehold  and  per^ 
sonal  estate  of  the  said  testator,  in  equal  fifth  shares,  for  life,  and 
that  upon  the  death  of  each  of  the  said  children  of  the  said  testator, 
his  or  her  one  fifth  share  of  the  said  residuary  leasehold  and  per- 
sonal estate  will  belong  to  such  of  his  or  her  child  or  children,  as 
being  sons  shaH  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  daugh- 
ters shall  attain  that  age  or  marry,  as  tenants  in  common,  if  more 
than  one,  in  equal  shares ;  and  that  upon  failure  of  such  child  of 
children  as  last  aforesaid,  such  share  will  go  over  to  the  survivors 
or  survivor  and  others  or  other  of  the  said  testator's  five  children, 
in  equal  shares,  the  share  accruing  to  each  such  survivor  and  other 
to  be  subject  to  the  same  trusts  and  limitations  over  as  the  original 
shares,  and  such  benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer  to  exteud  to 
shares  which  have  survived  or  accrued  as  well  as  to  original 
shares. 
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The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  FISH-      J<i«.i8,i9.9i, 

MONGERS'  Company.  ^;^*|; 


(KNESEWORTH'S  Charity.) 


T 


HE  object  of  this  information  was  to  have  it  de-  Establish- 
dared  that  certain  lands,   devised  to  the  Fish-  foundat^ns 
ougers'  Company  by  the  will  of  Sir  ThoTnasKnesemorth^  for  securing 

,  i.tTxri  prayers  for 

and  were  now  vested  m  the  JDefendants  upon  the  souls  of 


subject  to  the  charitable  trusts  and  purposes  ex-  ^e  dead  are 
_  •'  r      IT  deemed  to  be 

by  the  same  will,  and  that  such  trusts  and  pur-  superstitious, 
might  be  carried  into  effect  under  the  directions  ^^  sTatute  of 
^18  Court  1  Edw.  6. 

C.14. 

The  Court 

The  lands  in  question  belonged  to  Sir  Thomas  Knese-  (without  de- 

cidiDg  whether 
whose  will  was  dated  the  13th  day  of  April  151 S,  directions  to 

being  P^«{  ^°;i^« 
^  souls  of  the 

dead  were  or 

unlawful,  or  prohibited  by  the  Church  of  England^)  held,  that  it  might  be  pro- 

T^crly  deemed  superstitious  to  create  an  establishment,  or  endow  a  foundation,  to  be 

^^ntinoed  in  perpetuity  and  conducted  with  certain  ceremonies  supposed  to  be  re- 

^i^ous,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  perpetual  continuance  of  prayers  for  the 

*oult  of  the  dead,  either  alone  or  in  connection  with  other  observances  within  the 

express  terms  of  the  1  Edw,  6.  c,  14. 

A  testator,  who  died  in  the  year  1529,  devised  lands  in  the  city  oi  London  to  the 
^hmongers*  Company,  to  the  intent  that  they  should  perform  his  will  in  manner 
ifter  declared.    H^  then  provided  for  obits  and  anniversaries,  without  limiting  any 
term  within  which  the  expences  thereof  should  be  confined,  and  he  willed  that  the 
company  should  provide  four  honest  priests,  studying  in  the  universities,  to  pray  for 
^  iod  there,  pajring  to  every  of  them  4/.,  quarterly ;  he  next  directed  the  company 
to  provide  thirteen  poor  men  and  women,  being  in  poverty,  to  pray  spedaUyfor  hit 
<oi4  &C.,  and  he  provided  for  a  perpetual  succession  of  such  poor  persons,  and  he 
directed  the  company  to  pay  them  sd.  weekly,  and  the  poor  persons  were  to  attend 
the  amdversaries  or  obitSy  and  he  made  other  similar  bequests.    The  statute  of 
]  Ed»6,  c.  1.  afterwards  passed,  and  the  Crown  subsequently,  for  valuable  consi- 
deration, by  letters  patent  granted  to  trustees  of  the  company  a  rent  of  53i.  4d, 
a-year  issuing  out  of  the  lands,  being  the  annual  rent  lately  payable  in  respect  of 
the  testator's  two  anniversaries,  (without  mentioning  any  other  rents).    By  a  subse- 
quent statute  of  4  Jac.  1.,  all  the  lands  &c.  mentioned  in  the  letters  patent  of  Ed- 
vard  VL  were  secured,  as  against  the  king  and  his  successors,  to  the  companies, 
saving  the  rights  of  any  person  other  than  the  king :  Held,  that  the  bequests  to 
pray  for  soms  were  superstitious  under  the  statute  of  1  Ed.  6,,  and  that  under 
the  letters  patent  and  act  of  parliament  the  company  were  entitled  beneficially 
discharged  of  any  trust. 

L  4 
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1839*        being  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
W-^     VIII. 

Attoenky- 

Genbral  jgy  ^jj^^  ^jlj^  ^j.^^^  describing  the  lands,  tenementr-*^ 

The  and  property  of  which  he  was  seised,  he  gave  and  be- 

Fishmongers 
Company,      queathed  the  same  to  the  warden  and  commonalty  O- 

the  Fishmongers'  Company,  and  to  their  successo 

to  the   intent   that  they  and  their  successors   shoulii^^- 

keep,    fulfil   and    perform    his    will    and    intent^   an 

every  article  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  thereafter:^ 

was  declared  and  specified.      His  first  direction 

that  part  of  the  revenues  should  be  applied  in  repair 

ing  and,  if  required,  rebuilding  the  premises,  so  an 

in  such  manner  that  the  rents  thereof  should  extend 

to  so  much  money  as  should  amount  to  the  performance, 

payments  and  contentation  of  his  legacies  and  bequests 

thereafter  ensuing. 

And  after  giving  directions  for  obits  and  anniver- 
saries, with  various  superstitious  ceremonies  attending 
the  same,  and  without  having  limited  any  particular  term 
within  which  the  whole  expense  of  the  obits  and  anni- 
versaries were  to  be  confined,  the  testator  proceeded  to 
other  directions,  and  willed  that  the  company  should 
provide  four  honest  priests  studying  in  art  or  in  divinity 
in  the  universities,  to  sing  and  pray  there  fpr  ever 
specially  /or  his  sonl,  the  soul  of  his  wife,  the  souls  of 
his  father  and  mother,  and  of  their  benefactors,  and  all 
Christian  souls,  paying  to  every  of  the  said  priests,  for 
their  salaries,  4/.  by  equal  quarterly  payments ;  and  he 
gave  directions  for  maintaining  a  perpetual  succession  of 
such  priests,  and  for  securing  the  payment  of  their  sala- 
ries. He  next  directed  the  company  to  provide  thirteen 
poor  honest  men  and  women,  being  of  good  fame  and  in 
poverty,  to  jtray  specially  for  his  soul^  and  his  wife's 
soul,  and  the  souls  aforesaid,  and  nil  Christian  souls ; 

and 
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:b^  be  provided  for  a  perpetual  succession  of  such  poor       1839. 
evsons,  and  directed  the  company  to  pay  every  of  thent    ^^^"V^^ 

I  he 

^^ckly  the  sum  of  Sd.,  and  deliver  to  every  of  them    Attoiney- 
ly  a  certain  quantity  of  cloth;  and  the  poor  persons      General 
to  be  required  to  pray  daily,  and  to  attend  to  the         The 
:sxiiversaries  or  obits.  Fishiiongers* 

Company. 

^fter  having  thus  provided  prayers  for  the  souls  of 
iose  he  mentioned,  by  four  priests  and  thirteen  poor  men 
3c3  viromen,  he  directed  the  company  to  pay  to  the  prior 
ad  convent  ofRoseton  (Rqyston)  every  year  4/.,  by  equal 
ucKrterly  payments,  on  condition  that  the  prior  and  coo- 
X  there  should  find  a  priest  to  say  mass  in  his  church 
every  day,  and  the  bell  was  to  be  rung ;  the  priest 
to  have  3/.,  part  of  the  4/.  given  to  the  prior  and 
on  vent,  atid  was  to  pray  for  Tliomas  KnesewortVs  soul 
X.  the  altar,  and  to  say  de  prqfundis  for  his  soul  and  all 
I^ristian  souls ;  and  the  bell-ringer,  for  ringing  the  bell 
&nd  assbting  the  priest,  was  to  have  a  noble,  and  the 
prior  and  convent  were  to  have  the  remaining  two  nobles, 
for  performing  the  other  ceremonies  thereby  directed. 

Hie  next  direction  in  the  will  was  for  the  payment 
yearly  to  Newgate  and  Ludgate  of  405,,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  wardens  of  the  company,  in  such  things  as  the 
prisoners  there  should  have  most  need  of. 

The  testator  next  directed  the  company  to  appoint  a 
recdver  of  the  rents,  to  oversee  the  repairs  and  build- 
iogs,  and  out  of  the  rents  to  pay  for  the  reparations  and 
other  charges,  and  to  keep -accounts ;  and  the  Chamber- 
lain of  London  was  to  attend  the  taking  of  the  account, 
and  to  receive  35.  4</. ;  and  on  the  occasion  a  breakfast 
was  to  be  provided  at  the  expence  of  135.  4rf. ;  and  the 
receiver  was  to  have  405.  a  year ;  and  if  the  account  was 
not  yearly  made,  the  wardens  were  to  forfeit  **  in  the 

name 
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1839.       name  of  a  fine  and  pain  for  the  default**  10  markiSi 

^■^^IX^^*^    be  levied  of  the  rents  of  the  devised  estates,  to  the 
ibe 

Attorney-     of  the  city  of  London. 
Gbmsral 

The  The  testator  then  directed  that  all  the  rents  abov^ 

'SJmMnyr  ^®  charges  and  outgoings  should  be  laid  in  a  chest  i 
the  treasury  house  of  the  company,  to  the  intent  thar 
the  lands  and  messuages  should  be  repaired  and  ne 
builded  when  need  should  be.  He  then  directed  thar 
his  executors  should  pay  100  marks  to  be  kept  in 
treasury  house,  to  the  intent  that  the  premises  might 
the  better  and  truly  performed,  observed  and  kepi 
And  he  willed  that  every  honest  man  of  the  compan; 
who  would  borrow  20  marks,  or  lOi!.,  of  the  same  1 
marks,  and  of  the  money  remaining  of  the  rents  for 
half  year's  space,  and  lay  a  sufficient  pledge  into  the  trea- 
sury  for  the  repayment  thereof,  and  also 
naslers  and  Jive  aves  and  a  crede  for  the  testaton/^t 
and  the  souls  above  said,  should  have  delivered  unto 
him  by  the  said  wardens  20  marks,  or  10/.  And  upon 
repayment  the  same  money  might  be  re-lent,  the  party 
borrowing  always  saying  at  the  time  de  prqfundisy  orfioe 
paternosters^  Jive  aves  and  a  crede  for  the  testator's  said 
and  the  souls  above  said.  And  in  case  the  company 
of  Fishmongers  should  make  default  in  performing  the 
trusts  or  any  of  them,  the  testator  declared  the  gifts 
void,  and  gave  the  estates  over  to  the  city  of  London^  to 
the  intent  that  the  trusts  might  be  performed  by  them, 
except  the  lending  any  money,  and  except  that  the  Fish- 
mongers should  have  no  profit  of  the  aforesaid  lands  &c^ 
but  by  the  discretion  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the 
city. 

The  testator  died  in  1 529,  and  the  statute  of  the  1  Ed.  6. 
c.  14.  afterwards  passed,  by  which  it  was  enacted  {a\  that 

the 

(a)  Sect.  5, 
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the  S^ing  should  have  and  enjoy  for  ever  all  lands  which  1839. 
by  a.K3y  assurancei  will,  devise  or  otherwise,  at  any  time 
theiretofore  madei  were  given  or  to  be  employed  wholly 
*^  to  t,he  finding  or  maintenance  of  any  anniversary  or  obit 
or  oilier  like  thing,  intent  or  purpose,  or  of  any  light  or 
lamp  in  any  church  or  chapel,  to  have  continuance  for  "  onuMmj^^ 
every  which  had  been  kept  or  maintained  within  five  years 
next  before  the  first  day  of  that  parliament*';  and  also  (a), 
that  where  but  part  of  the  issues  or  revenues  of  any 
lands  or  hereditaments  had  been  given  or  appointed  to 
be  bestowed  or  employed  ^^  to  the  finding  or  maintenance 
of  any  anniversary  or  chit  or  other  like  thing,  intent 
or  purpose,  or  of  any  light  or  lamp  in  any  church  or 
chapel,  to  have  continuance  for  ever,"  that  then  the  King 
should  for  ever  have  and  enjoy  every  such  sums  of 
ttioney  that  in  any  one  year  within  the  five  years  next 
before  the  first  day  of  that  parliament  had  been  ex- 
pended and  bestowed,  about  the  finding  or  maintenance 
^f    any  such  anniversary  or  obit  or  other  like  thing, 

• 

u^tent  or  purpose,  of  any  light  or  lamp,  to  him,  his  heirs 
ftnd  successors  for  ever,  as  a  rent-charge  to  be  paid 
yearly,  with  power  of  distress  and  entry  for  default  of 
P*J"ttient 


5r  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Edward  VI. 
questions  arose  as  to  the  effect  of  it  in  particular  cases : 
^h^^  gifts  had  been  made  to  superstitious  uses,  it  was 
^'^^^  doubtful  whether  the  statute  vested  the  land  itself, 
^^  ^^nly  particular  annual  payments  as  rent-charges  in 
"^    ^rown. 


arrangement  took  place  between  the  Crown  and 

^^   fishmongers  and  the  other  companies  of  the  city 

vfVio  were  in  similar  circumstances,  for  the  purchase,  by 

tjki^  companies,  of  the  rent-charges  to  which  the  Crown 

had 
(a)  Sect,  6. 
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1839*        had  or  was  supposed  to  have  become  entitled,  for 
^'^^^■^^     sum  of  18,744/,  1  Is.  2rf.,  and  Augustine  Hinde^  Bicha; 
Attorney-     Turke  and  William  Blackwell  were  appointed  to 
KNEBAL      ^j^^^  arrangement  into  effect ;  and  by  letters  patent  da 
The       ^  the  14th  of  July,  4th  Edward  VI.,  in  consideration 
Company.      ^^^  same  sum  of  18,744/.  Il5.  2d.  paid  to  the  treasu 
of  the  Court  of  Augmentations  by  Hinder  Turke  an 
Blackwell^  the  King  granted  to   them   various   rent 
annuities  and  yearly  sums  issuing  out  of  the  lands 
longing  to   several  companies  of  the  city  of  Londo, 
and  amongst  other  companies,  the  warden  and  coi 
monalty  of  the  mystery  of  Fishmongers;  amongst 
rents,  annuities  and  yearly  sums  issuing  out  of  the  lane 
and  hereditaments  of  the  Fishmongers*  Company  wei 
the  following,  viz.,  all  that  one  rent,  annuity  or  year 
sum  of  53s.  ifd.   by  the  year^  issuing  out  of  the 
quays  called  Crown  Quay  and  Greevberrrfs  Quay^  a: 
out  of  nineteen  messuages  or  tenements  of  the  sa 
wardens  and  commonalty,  situate  and  being  within  th 
parish  of  St.  Dunstan  in  the  East,  London^  and  out 
four  tenements  of  the  same  warden  and  commonalQ^ 
situate  and  being  within  the  parish  of  St.  Margare^j 
Bridge  Street,  London^  xvkich  same  yearly  sum^  rent  oT*, 
annuity  the  same  warden  and  commonalty  had  then  latd^ 
paid  and  yearly  been  accustomed  to  pay  towards  the 
perpetual  support  of  two  anniversaries    in   the  cAapel 
called  ,  London,ybr  the  soul  of  Sir  Thomas 

Kneseworth,  Knight,  late  alderman  of  the  city  ^London, 
deceased  ;  and  all  that  one  rent,  annuity  or  yearly  sum 
of  125.  by  the  year,  issuing  out  of  the  same  mes* 
suages  and  the  quay  called  the  Crown  Quay  aforesaid, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Dunstan  in  the  East^  London^  which 
same  yearly  sum,  rent  or  annuity  the  same  wardens  aind 
commonalty  had  then  lately  paid  and  yearly  been 
accustomed  tp  pay  to  the  late  prioress  of  the   late 

monastery 
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monastery  of  Kilbume  {a) ;  and  all  that  one  rent,  annuity        1 889. 
or   yearly  sum  of  105.  by  the  year,  issuing  out  of  the    ^^"'^^^T^^ 
same    messuages  and  quay  in  the  aforesaid  parish  of    Attobney- 
&-  JDimstan  in  the  East^  London^  which  same  yearly      General 
Sam,  rent  or  annuity  the  same  wardens  and  commonalty         The 
had  then  lately  paid  and  yearly  been  accustomed  to  pay      c"  mpray?* 
to  the  late  prior  of  the  late  monastery  of  Merton^  in  the 
county  of  Surrey  [a) ;  and  all  that  one  rent,  annuity  or 
yearly  sum  of  105.  by  the  year,  issuing  out  of  one  mes- 
suage of  the  same  wardens  and  commonalty,  situate  in 
Bridge  Street^  London^  then  or  then  late  in  tlie  tenure  of 
Siinon  MaxDef  fishmonger,  which  same  yearly  sum,  rent 
or  annuity  the  same  wardens  and  commonalty  had  then 
lately  paid  and  yearly  been  accustomed  to  pay  to  the 
late   abbess  of  the  late  monastery  of  Barkifig,  in  the 
county  of  Essex  (a);  to  have,  hold  and  enjoy  all  the  rents 
tberein  mentioned  and  their  appurtenances  to  the  said 
HzTuUy  Turke  and  Blackwell^  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
*ver,  to  their  own  proper  use,  without  accounts,  rent, 
service  or  other  thing  for  the  same  to  be  rendered,  paid 
^^  done. 

A.  statute  of  the  4  Jac.  1.  c.  10.  (i)  afterwards  passed, 

*^y  ^vliich  it  was  recited,  that  in  times  past,  divers  mes- 

***®8es  and  lands  were  devised,  in  fee  simple,  to  the 

'^^  of  divers  companies  in  the  city  of  London^  who  for 

*^^rs  years  had  enjoyed  the  same,  and  employed  them 

^lie  comfort  of  many  good  subjects,  and  great  relief 

^lie  poor,  and  other  good  and  charitable  uses ;  that 

^^y   of  the    same    devises    had     theretofore    been 

^ght  to  be  avoided,  and  the  lands  to  be  evicted,  and 

the 

v^)  These  were,  quit-rents  be-  c.  15.,  and    were  unconnected 

^[USlvig  to  the  dissolved  monas-  with  the  bequests  in  the  will  of 

T^^^a  and  which  had  vested  in  Sir  Thomtu  Kneteworth, 

^^  Crown  under  the  statute  of  (A)  A  private  statute. 
^^•Qai.8.  c.S8.,or  thesi  £&ii.8» 
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1839.  the  King  to  be  entitled  thereunto,  as  concealed  oi 

^^jC^^  justly  detained  from  him ;  yet  his  Majesty,  taking  ki 

Attorney-  ledge  of   the   several  compositions   made,   and  ( 

^^  sums  of  money  thereupon  paid  for  the  same,  bot 

The  the  time  of  King  Edward  VI.  and  of  Queen  Eliza 

FlSHMONOBIls' 

Company,  ^nd  of  the  good  and  charitable  employment  of  the 
lands,  and  especially  taking  knowledge  of  the  letter 
tent  of  King  Edward  VL,  dated  the  14th  day  ofJui 
the  fourth  year  of  his  reign,  whereby,  in  considerati* 
18,744^  11 5.  2d.f  the  King  granted  to  Augustine  H 
Richard  Turke  and  William  BlackwcU  and  their  I 
divers  rents,  annuities,  pensions  and  annual  profits 
ing  or  employed  out  of  divers  messuages  and  Ian 
several  companies  of  the  city  of  London  therein  st 
and,  amongst  others,  of  the  warden  and  commonalty  c 
mystery  of  the  Fishmongers ;  and  that  since  such  g 
questions  had  been  moved,  whether  the  rents  meoti 
in  the  grants,  or  the  messuages  and  lands  whereout  1 
rents  were  mentioned  in  the  same  grant  to  be  issuii 
employed,  were  concealed  or  wrongfully  detained  froi 
Crown,  and  both  for  the  one  and  the  other  divers  • 
positions  theretofore  made :  Therefore,  for  the  ts 
away  of  all  doubts  and  questions,  the  King,  minding 
the  lands  and  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  j 
should  be  so  assured  and  established,  as  that  the  i 
should  remain  and  continue  to  the  companies  and 
successors  and  assigns,  and  to  their  uses,  trust  and 
fidence  for  ever,  was  pleased  that  it  should  be  ena 
and  it  was  enacted  by  parliament,  that  all  such 
suages,  lands,  rents  and  hereditaments  as  had 
theretofore  devised  to  any  of  the  said  companies, 
which  lands,  tenements,  rents  and  hereditaments 
mentioned  or  named  in  tlie  letters  patent  of  Edward 
should  and  might  for  ever  thereafter  be  lawfully 
and  retained  by  the  said  several  companies  for  < 
against  the  King  and  his  heirs  and  successors,  wit 
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I 

Any  rent,  account  or  other  profit  to  them  to  be  paid  18S9. 

for  the  same,  any  defect  in  the  letters  patent  notwith-  ^^^X^ 

standing ;  saving  the  rights  of  any  person*  other  than  the  Attorney- 

KiDft  his  heirs  and  successors,  and  those  claiming  under  Gb?«aal 

Um  or  them,  and  not  claiming  under  the  companies.  The 

FlSHMONOEAl^ 

Company. 
This  information  was  filed  in  1 833,  its  object  being, 

AS  has  already  been  stated,  to  obtain  a  declaration  that 
the  estates  were  subject  to  the  charitable  trusts  men- 
tioned in  the  testator's  will,  and  to  have  them  carried 
into  effect  under  the  direction  of  the  Court. 

As  to  the  various  payments  directed  by  the  will,  it 

y^rwis  alleged  by  the  relators,  that  all  but  one,  which  was 

for  maintaining  an  anniversary  and  obit  for  ever,  were 

fcr  charitable  uses,  which  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect 

by  this  Court,  either  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the 

^ill,  or  as  near  thereto  as  reasonably  might  be,  having 

X'^gard  to  the  changes  of  circumstances  which  had  taken 

place.     On  the  other  hand  the  Defendants  alleged,  that 

of  all  the  payments  which  the  will  directed  to  be  made, 

one  only,  namely  for  the  prisoners  of   Newgate  and 

JjudgatCf  was  for  a  purpose  which  could  properly  be 

considered  as  a  charitable  purpose ;  that  all  the  other 

|Niyment8  were  directed  to  be  made  for  superstitious 

Hies,  and  that  the  only  charitable  purpose  had  been 

ftUy  performed.     The  Defendants  further  contended, 

tlmtthe  sums  directed  to  be  applied  to  superstitious  uses, 

or  the  lands  out  of  which  they  issued,  became  vested 

in  the  Crown,  under  the  statute  1  Ed.  6.  c.  14.,  which 

passed  in  the  year  1547 ;  that  by  the  letters  patent,  dated 

the  4tb  of  Jufy  1550,  which  was  in  the  fourth  year  of 

therdgn  of  King  Edward  VI.,  the  various  sums  directed 

to  be  so  applied,  and  which  had  become  vested  in  the 

Crown,  were,  for  valuable  consideration,  granted  by  the 

King  to  the  Fishmongers*  Company ;  that  by  the  grant 

of 
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]  839.  of  these  sums,  it  was  intended  to  secure  the  lands  out  o  ^c 
which  they  were  payable  to  the  company ;  but  doubts.-^ 
having  arisen  on  the  subjecti  the  act  of  parliament  ha< 
passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  King  James  I.,  by  whicb: 
those  doubts  were  removed ;  and  that  the  lands  becami 
Smpany?*  absolutely  vested  in  the  company  for  their  own  use  anc: 
benefiti  subject  only  to  the  performance  of  that  singW^ 
charitable  use,  which,  as  they  said,  had  been  createc^. 
by  the  will  of  Knesemorthy  and  which  they  had  pei 
formed. 

The  Defendants  admitted,  that  since  these  grants  h 
been  made,  they  had  applied  very  considerable  parts 
the  income  derived  from  Kiieseworth^s  estate  to  charitab 
purposes,  more  or  less  connected  with  or  arising  out 
the  purposes  expressed  in  his  will ;  but  they  said  th 
they  had  done  this,  only  out  of  a  pious  regard  to  th 
memory  of  Knesewortkj  and  not  from  any  obligation 
which  they  were  subjected. 

Mr.  Temple^  Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdor^j 
in  support  of  the  mformation. 

All  the  trusts,  including  the  obits^  were  good  at  th^ 
death  of  the  testator;  for  even  Henry  VIIL,  by  his  will, 
instituted  an  obit  at  Windsor  (a) ;  some  authority,  sub- 
sequent to  the  death  of  the  testator,  must  therefore  be 
produced,  not  only  to  invalidate  the  gift,  but  to  shew  a 
title  in  the  Defendants ;  for  trustees  cannot  set  up  the 
rights  of  third  parties  to  enable  them  to  retain  trust  pro- 
perty adversely  as  against  their  cestuis  que  trust. 

The  statute  of  1  Ed.  6.  c.  14.  is  the  only  one  which 

affects  the  validity  of  the  gifts,  and  the  question  is, 

whether  any  of  them  come  within  the  provisions  of  this 

statute; 
(a)  NkhoU^i  Roifd  Wiik. 
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statute;  for,  as  was  observed  by  Sir  W.  Grants  in  Cary       1839. 
V*  Abbott  (a),  <<  there  is  no  statute  makbg  superstitious         '^ 


▼oid  generally ;  the  statute  of  Bd*  6.  relates  only  to    Attoakey- 
Buperstitious  uses  of  a  particular  description  then  exist-        ^^^^^^ 


«. 


uig»  The  obiU  are  the  only  bequests  in  this  will  which  The 
-oome  within  the  express  terms  of  that  statute ;  all  the  Company. 
other  bequests  are  therefore  good,  valid  and  subsisting 
^liaiitaUe  trusts  which  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect 
^3t^pres  by]the  Court  If,  however,  the  direction  to  pray 
^^T  the  testator's  soul,  though  not  within  the  statute,  be 
deemed  superstitious  or  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
^^^^9  the  efiect  would  not  be  to  vest  the  property  in  the 
Crown,  or  to  destroy  the  bequests,  but  the  fund  would 
*^1  be  applicable  cj^pres  to  charity ;  Attomey^General 
•  Combe  (ft),  Aitomey^Generol  v.  Guise  (c),  Brantham  v. 
Burgold  {d)  Cary  v.  Abbott,  (a) 


respect  to  the  gift  to  the  four  priests,  the  act  of 

*^^    1st  Ed.  6.  c,  H.(^)  does  not  extend  to  the  Univer- 

^^ti^s  of  Cambridge  and  Oxford^  but  it  gives  the  King 

^^  power  of  altering  the  name  of  the  charities  therein 

the  foundation  of  the  same  (g),  this  gift,  therefore, 

never  been  forfeited  to  the  Crown ;  and  it  may  be 

^^Htuned  that  the  exhibitions,  which  it  is  admitted  have 

^^en  since  supported  by  the  Fishmongers'  Company 

^Ut  of  the  rents  of  the  Knesexioorth  estate,  have  in  this 

^^i^anner  been  substituted  for  the  four  priests. 

As  to  the  gift  of  Sd.  a-week  to  the  thirteen  poor  men 
and  women,  it  is  of  itself  a  good  charitable  gift,  and 
roust  be  executed  unless  it  is  invalidated  by  the  direc- 
tion that  they  should  pray  for  the  testator's  soul ;  such 

a  direction 

(a)  7  Vet.  494.  ((Q  Cited  in  S  Fes.  jun.  388. 

H)  2  Cm.  m  Ch.  18.  \e)  Sect.  19. 

(c)  s  Vernon^  S66.  {g)  Sect.  SO. 

Vol.  11.  Af 


iei 
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1859. 


The 
Attobnby« 

GSNBBAL 

V, 

The 

JPlBHlfONOSBS' 

Company. 


a  direction  to  pray  for  souls  is  not  contrary  to  the  law) 
Hynskaw  v.  MorpetA  Corporation  (a) ;  and  so  it  has 
been  lately  held  in  Maty  Wooljrejf%  case  before  Sir 
Herbert  Jenner  ;  if,  however,  such  prayers  be  considered 
superstitious  or  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  still 
as  the  primary  object  of  the  gift  to  these  thirteen  poor 
men  and  women  was  charity,  and  the  ceremony  to  af> 
company  it  was  not  the  substantial  part  of  the  gift  but 
a  mere  accessory  or  secondary  object,  the  charitable 
bequest  will  remain  valid  though  the  superstitious  cere- 
mony be  void ;  Hart  v.  Brewer  (A) ;  The  Dean  of  Si* 
PauTs  Case  (c) ;  it  is  clearly  settled  that  property  being 
once  devoted  to  a  charity  which  fails,  is  stUl  applicable 
to  charitable  purposes*    Attomey^General  v.  Green,  {d) 


The  direction  to  lend  the  100  marks  is  also  valid,  and 
the  requirement  that  the  parties  borrowing  them  shall 
say  paternosters^  &c.,  which  are  similar  to  the  prayers  oi 
the  Church  of  England^  does  not  invalidate  the  giR» 

The  letters  patent  of  Queen  Elizabeth  professed  only 
to  grant  the  quit-rents  which  belonged  to  the  monas- 
teries  of  Kilbunip  Merton  and  Barkings  which  had  be- 
come forfeited  to  the  Crown  on  the  dissolution  of  those 
monasteries  and  were  held  independent  of  the  will  of 
Sir  Thomas  Knesemorth^  and  the  535.  4^.,  which,  it  may 
be  assumed,  was  the  amount  expended  in  his  okiU  for 
five  years  previous  to  the  statute  of  EdL  6. ;  the  statute 
confirmed  to  the  company  the  right  which  the  Crown 
had  under  the  statute  of  Ed.  6.,  and  the  residue  still 
remains  applicable  to  charitable  bequests. 


The 


(a)  Buke^  249. 

(6)  Crohe  Elk.  449. 


(c)  4  Co,  Rep,  109,  a. 

(d)  2  B.  C.  C.  492. 


f 
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The  conduct  and  dealing  of  the  Defendants  with        1839. 
Ais  estate  shews  clearly  that  it  is  subject,  even  in  their     ^^^!mf^^^ 
oivn  opinion,  to  charitable  trusts :  they  have  kept  sepa^-    Attobmby^ 
'Hte  accounts  of  the  Kneseworth  estate :  they  have  con-      G*"**^!- 
stoutly  and  uniformly  applied  the  greatest  part  of  it         The 
m     charity :   the  chamberlain  of  Ltmdon  has  attended  ^cSSin^ 
^I^e  takbg  of  accounts,  as  directed  by  the  will,  and  the 
oi'ieakfast  has  been  provided.     All  this  is  consistent  only 
the  property  having  been  duly  devoted  to  charity ; 
after  such  continued  usage  for  a  series  of  years,  it  may 
^^^  be  assumed  either  that  the  bequests,  except  for  the 
^^,  were  not  forfeited,  or,  if  forfeited,  that  the  Crown 
allowed  the  company  to  retain  the  property,  on  the 
^*^<lcrstanding  that  it  should  be  applied  to  the  good  pur- 
^«s  pointed  out  by  the  testator's  will. 


-^fter  such  continued  usage  it  is  fair  to  assume  a  valid 
^^^^^^dation  of  a  charity;  it  may  have  happened  that  the 
^crstitious  ceremonies  had  not  been  performed  for  five 
's  before  the  act,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  it,  or  if 
^*^^^  case  came  within  that  statute,  then  that  the  property 
L^jr  have  been  devoted  by  the  Crown  to  like  charitable 
'^s,  —  a  conclusion  which  is  warranted  by  the  preamble 
^^  the  statute  of  Ed.  6.,  which  had  in  view  the  con- 
^^fsion  of  the  rents  applied  to  superstitious  uses  to  erect- 
^^g  grammar  schools,  &c.,  the  makers  of  that  statute 
^ever  intending  to  overthrow  works  of  charity,  but  to 
take  away  the  abuse :  Co.  Lit.  S^S.  a.  Attomey^General  ' 
V.  The  Earl  of  Mansfield,  {a)  This  view  is  also  supported 
by  the  statute  ofJame$,  which  recites,  as  a  consideration 
for  the  confirmation  of  the  grants,  that  the  rents  had 
been  employed  by  the  company  to  *^  the  comfort  of 
many  good  subjects,  and  great  relief  of  the  poor,  and 
other  good  and  charitable  uses.''    The  Crown  might 

ever 

(a)  2  EuiseU,  582. 
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1839.        ever  have  allowed  the  property  to  remain  under  the 
^^Jjl^*^     control  and  management  of  the  company,  on  the  faith 
Attorney-    and  understanding  that  the  superstitious  uses  should 
General      cease,  and  that  the  property  should  be  applied  to  the 
Hie         good  charitable  purposes  of  the   will  of  Sir  Tliomoi 
Company.     Kneseworth.     That  many  charities  are  now  so  held, 
appears  from  the  reports  of  the  commissioners  of  chari- 
ties. 

At  all  events,  the  company  are  only  entitled  to  the 
amount  of  the  specified  bequests  contained  in  the  letters 
patent,  which,  by  force  of  the  act,  were  converted  into 
rent-charges,  and  to  no  proportionate  increase;  the 
general  residue  will  then  be  applicable  to  charity,  undei 
the  direction  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  John  RomiUy^  contra. 

This  is  a  case  of  extreme  importance,  because  it  not 
only  questions  directly  the  right  to  the  large  property 
particularly  referred  to  in  this  information  (a),  and  in- 
volves the  destruction  of  all  the  charitable  purposes  tc 
which  for  centuries  the  greater  part  has  been  benevo- 
lently applied,  but  it  challenges  the  title  of  the  other 
companies  of  the  city  of  London  to  the  whole  of  the 
rents  and  estates  included  in  the  grant  of  Queen  Eliza- 
beihj  and  in  the  act  of  confirmation  of  King  James  the 
First. 

The  Defendants  on  their  part  insist  that  the  whole  of 
the  gifts  are  superstitious,  with  the  exception  of  that  to 
the  prisoners  of  Ltidgate  and  Newgate,  that  such  gifts 
and  the  lands  out  of  which  they  issue  have  been  granted 
to  them,  and  they  claim  them  beneficially,  discharged  of 

any 

(a)  Suted  to  be  78,785/;. 
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^7  trnst  except  the  one  before  specified.     IF,  howeveri  1889. 

the  bequests  should  be  held  to  be  valid,  then  they  claim  ^Jnf^*^^ 

^c  whole  rents  and  profits,  subject  to  the  specific  pay-  Attoenit- 

'Dents  directed  to  be  made,  and  the  amount  necessary  G»>^»al 

*>«•  repairs.  Th^ 

FltHMONaSlt 

Company. 
Xlie  will  itself  shews  that  the  testator  intended  the 

-^shinongers'  Company  to  take  some  part  beneficially ; 

Ae    direction  that  they  shall  forfeit  ten  marks,  to  be 

'^^ied  out  of  the  devised  estates,  if  the  account  was  not 

7^arly  made,  and  the  gift  over  to  the  city  of  London  in 

^^^e   the  company  made  default  in  performance  of  the 

^''^^st,  are  quite  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  the  com- 

Pa.iiy  were  to  have  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  property ; 

'^     ^^vould  be  absurd  in  the  extreme  to  make  trustees 

^^ble  to  a  penalty  for  their  own  default,  and  to  direct  it 

^^^   l3«  satisfied  out  of  the  trust  estate  and  at  the  expense 

^f^  tht  charity. 


lere  are  two  cases  only  in  which  the  Court  holds, 
^y     implication,  a  charity  to  be  entitled  to  the  whole 


'case  of  the  income  of  the  devised  property :   first, 
^^«^^re  the  testator  has  in  the  commencement  of  his  will 


^ressly  given  the  whole  rents  of  his  estate  to  a  charity, 
^^4  has  subsequently  apportioned  out  to  charities  sums 
^Viich  do  not  exhaust  the  whole  income,  in  which  case 
^ne  Court,  in  favour  of  a  charity,  and  departing  from 
^^  general  rule  that  there  is  a  resulting  trust  for  the 
Qeir  of  all  that  which  is  undisposed  of,  holds  that  the 
whole  income  is  applicable  to  charity ;  the  second  case 
is  where,  although  the  testator  has  not  expressly  devoted 
the  whole  income  to  charity,  he  has  nevertheless  given 
the  whole  amount  of  the  income  produced  by  the  estates 
at  the  time  the  charity  was  created;   where  however 
there  is  a  devise  to  a  corporation  or  to  individuals,  sub- 
ject to  a  particular  payment  to  charities,  the  devisee  takes 

M  3  the 
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1839.  the  whole  estate,  subject  to  the  particular  payment 

^*^^C^^  Th^  AUomey-General  v.  The  Cordwatners*  Compamf.  (m 

Attobnbt-  So  where  the  whole  is  given  to  charity,  and  certain  pa:. 

r  *^^  ticular  sums  are  given  to  one  charity  and  the  surplus  • 

The  another,  the  former  has  no  title  to  any  increase  in 

Company,  event  of  an  augmentation  of  the  annual  revenue ; 
Jbrd  School  Case  (6),  In  re  Jordeyn*s  Charity,  (c) 

The  construction  which  the  statute  of  the  1st  Ed. 
has  judicially  received  completely  determines  that  tbt 
gifts  are  superstitious.   First,  it  has  been  held  that  wl 
the  superstitious  use  is  of  uncertain  amount,  so  that 
precise  sum  cannot  be  ascertained,  the  King  takes  tl 
whole  of  the  land,  subject  however  to  such  good 
ments  as  the  land  was  subject  to  in  the  hands  of  th 
feoffees.     The  decision  was  founded  on  this,  that 
in  such  a  case  the  King  did  not  take  the  land  itsel^B 
which  was  given  for  the  maintenance  of  an  obit^  be  coul^^ 
take   nothing.      All   the   authorities    establishing    thi^ 
proposition  which  occurred  prior  to  the  case  of  Adanu^ 
and  Lambert  (^),  are  set  out  in  that  case,  as  Sir  Joh^ 
Tate^s  Case  (e),  John  Attends  Case  {e\  Tumer^s  Case  (g)^ 
the  resolution  in  Adams  and  Lamberfs  Case,  (h)    In  th^ 
present  instance  the  amount  of  the  obit  being  uncertain^ 
the  whole  became  forfeited  to  the  Crown,  neither  entry 
nor  office  was  necessary,  the  King  being  deemed  by  the 
statute  to  be  in  actual  possession. 

Secondly,  it  has  been  determined  that  where  the 
whole  land  is  given  subject  to  a  superstitious  use,  the 
King  shall  have  the  land,  although  the  particular  sum 
limited  to  the  superstitious  use  does  not  exhaust  the 

whole. 

(a)  3  MyU  Sf  K.  534.  (e)  lb.  1 13.  b. 

(b)  8  Co.  Rep.  150.  Ig)  lb.  llS.b. 

(c)  1  Myl.  4-  K.  416.  (A)  lb.  111.  b. 
{d)  4  Cp.  Eep.  96. 
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wbole.     Sir  Barihohnum  EeaJCs  Case  (a),    fValpooPs        1689. 

G^s^(jb}f  Caku^S  Case  (u),  Gregory i  Case  (c),  the  resolu-  ^*^!mf^^ 

tioiEi.  in  Aitane  and  Lambert^s  Case,  {d)    The  only  oases  Attoevxy* 

wluch  are  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  second  proposition  P^nsral 


Heaoet  and  WoUoris  Case  {e\  and  CAibnal  and  ^iV-         The 
ion^s  Case(g)f  which  are,  however,  distinguished  by  Lord     ^Comau^y^ 


"Xlirdly*  where  a  charitable  use  is  connected  with  a 

superstitious  within  the   statute  of  1  ^d.  6.,  the 

^l^c^le  is  void,  and  the  King  has  the  land ;  on  this  point 

Bartholomew  BeatTs  Case  (a),  Colbom  v.  Dale  (A), 

andLamberfs  Case,  Simon  Peter* s  Case  (d).  Lady 

^^aioffs  Case,  (i) 


'ourthly,  it  has  been  decided  that  all  donations  to 
e  prayers  for  the  soul,  either  public  or  private, 
superstitious  uses  within   the  statute.     Sir  John 
Case{Jb\  Caley's  Case  [c\  Gregorr/s  Case  (c),  Col- 
Y.  Dale  {h)i  Adams  and  Lamberfs  Case,  (d)    Every 
in  the  will  of  Sir  Thomas  Kneseworth,  with  the  ex- 
"^tion  of  that  to  the  prisoners  of  Ludgate,  is  directly 
in  terms  connected  with  a  superstitious  use. 


It  is  not  the  paternosters,  &c.  themselves,  but  the 
^tiperstitious  application  of  them  that  renders  the  gift 
^perstitious ;  the  testator's  intention  being  by  means  of 
mercenary  prayers,  to  benefit  the  souls  of  the  departed 
and  lessen  the  period  affixed  for  their  duration  in  pur- 
gatory; praying  for  souls  was  founded  on  the  notion 
of  purgatory  which  it  was  the  policy  of  the  times  to 

discourage. 

(a)  4  Co.  Rep.  1 13.  a.  (g)  lb.  115,  b. 

{b)Ib\\\3.b.  \h)  Duke  (BridgmarCs    ed.), 

(c)  lb,  114.  a.  1S8.;  Arum.,  Duke  (Br,  ed.),  188. 
(^  I^.  11 1.  b.  (i)  4  Co.  Bep.  96, 


(e)  Jb.  109.  b. 


M  4 
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1839. 


The 
Attorney- 

G£NERAL 

The 

PiSHMONOIBB* 

Company. 


Nov,  9, 


discourage.  The  preamble  of  the  stat  of  the  Ist  Ed.  1 
represents  ^^  purgatory  and  masses  satisfactory  to  b 
done  for  them  which  be  departed  **  to  be  a  vain  opinion 
and  the  act  invalidates  not  only  obits  and  anniversaries 
but  any  ^*  other  like  thing,  intent  or  purpose.'* 

If  these  uses  be  held  to  be  superstitious,  then  there  i 
no  authority  for  executing  them  cy^pres  as  good  charil 
able  trusts ;  under  the  statute  they  became  vested  absc 
lutely  in  the  Crown,  discharged  of  the  trusts,  and  th 
King  cannot  be  deemed  a  trustee  for  any  purpose. 

The  Fishmongers'  Company  have,  it  is  true,  volui: 
tarily  applied  a  considerable  portion  of  the  income  < 
the  property  to  charitable  purposes,  but  they  have  alwaj 
treated  the  annual  undisposed  of  balance  as  their  owi 
and  have  applied  it  to  their  general  purposes.  The  mod 
of  dealing  with  the  property  by  the  company  would  b 
very  important  if  their  title  under  the  different  instri 
ments  were  doubtful,  or  if  the  information  had  allege 
that  the  company  had,  by  usage,  created  a  valid  an 
binding  trust;  but  it  is  unimportant  where  the  instru 
ments  shew  a  good  title  in  the  company,  and  where  th 
information  contains  no  such  allegation. 

The  Defendants,  therefore,  claim  the  estate  benefi 
cially  subject  to  the  trusts  for  the  prisoners,  first  unde 
the  will  itself,  and  secondly,  by  means  of  the  letters 
patent  and  the  act  oi  James  L 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  effect  of  this  statute  c 
James  I.  was  to  vest  in  the  Fishmongers'  Company,  fc 
their  own  use,  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  mentione 
in  the  letters  patent  of  King  Edward  VI.,  as  the  Crow 

W|] 
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entitled  to  under  the  statute  of  the  first  of  Ed-^       1889. 
VI. 


The 
Attoeney- 

^Jbw  one  of  the  purposes   for  which  Sir  Thomas     CJbneeal 
K^^seaxnrth  directed  the  rents  of  his  estate  to  be  applied         The 
^a3  the  finding  and  maintainmg  an  anniversary  and  obit  ^''^^^^^^^^ 
towr  ^ver,  and  it  was  necessarily  and  properly  admitted, 
tlma.^  this  was  a  superstitious  use  within  the  statute;  and 
stxpposing  that  any  part  of  the  rents  was  to  be  applied 
to     purposes  not  superstitious,  the  Crown,   though  it 
ni^bt  not  be  entitled  to  the  land,  was,  under  the  statute, 
eKirlcled,  in  the  nature  of  rent-charge,  to  such  sums  as  in 
€>ne  year  during  the  preceding  five  years  had  been 
ied  to  purposes  to  be  deemed  superstitious  under 
tb^   statute. 


is  to  be  observed  that  the  three  rents  of  105.,  10s* 

10s.  mentioned  in  the  letters  patent  oi  Edward  VL  are 

P^^*"^cularly  mentioned  in  the  will  as  quit-rents  to  be  paid 

^y    ^Jie  receiver,  and  that,  consequently,  the  2/.  ISs.  4£^, 

^^^^c^ribed  as  the  sum  which  the  company  had  been  ac- 

^^is^omed  to  pay  towards  the  perpetual  support  of  two 

^*^^^iversaries  for  the  soul  of  Sir  Thomas  Kneseworth,  is 

^^^     that  in  this  instrument  is  described  as  the  King's 

''^*^t  or  annuity  in  respect  of  such  application;  and  this 

^  ^'pprehend  to  be  one  of  the  points  on  which  the  relators 

'^^'it^cipally  rely,  admitting,  as  they  have  properly  done 

^^     tile  bar,  that  the  maintenance  of  anniversaries  and 

was  a  superstitious  purpose,  and  contending  that 

^^^    ^'^"S  never  took,  and  was  not  entitled  to  take,  more 

^«^  ^  was  granted  by  these  letters  patent. 


*II*here  is  nothing  to  shew  what  was  the  revenue  arising 
*'*^''^"  the  estates  in  question,  though,  from  the  disposi- 


made  by  the  will,  it  would  seem  probable  tliat  the 
^^^ome  greatly  exceeded  the  three  quit-rents  and  the 

21 135.  4c/.; 
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18S9.        QL  lis.  4fd.;  neither  is  there  any  thing  to  shew^  wh 

^^^l^*^"^     I^^ng  Edward  VI.  or  Queen  Elizabeth  took  any 

Attorney-    part  of  the  rents  as  rent-charges  under  the  statu 

^""JjJ*^'     Edward  VL,  although  the  act  of  James  I.  may  a 

Tbe         some  reason  for  thinking  that  other  compositionsi  be 

CompaDv.     ^^^  which  was  carried  into  effect  by  the  letters  pf 

may  have  been  made;  but  on  the  whole  it  appea 

me,  that  any  rent  or  payment  to  which  the  King 

entitled  as  concealed,  under  the  statute  of  Edward 

and  tbe  land  out  of  which  the  same  was  payable^ 

assured  to  the  company  by  the  statute  of  James; 

taking  into  consideration  the  effect  of  this  act,  and 

haying  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  present  suit^  w 

seeks  to  establish  Uie  trusts  of  KnesewortVs  will  ai 

carry  them,  and  not  any  other  trust  created  in  any  c 

manner,  into  execution,  I  think  that  the  question  t 

determined  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  trusts  of  K 

wartKs  will  or  any  of  them  are  good  charitable  ti 

which  have  been  violated  by  the  Defendants,  and 

execution  of  which  ought  to  be  and  is  now  require 

be  enforced  by  the  decree  of  this  Court. 

Soon  after  the  statute  of  Edward  VI.  questions  ai 
sometimes  upon  the  uses  which  were  to  be  deemed 
perstitious  within  the  statute,  and  more  frequently  v 
the  effect  of  the  statute  in  giving  to  the  Crown  eithei 
land  the  rents  of  which  were  to  be  applied  to  the  i 
or  only  the  sums  of  money  which  had  been  annu 
applied  to  the  uses,  and  upon  that  subject  some 
Unctions  which  may  appear  rather  nice  were  made ; 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Lambert 
reported  by  Coke  and  by  Moore^  and  several  of 
authorities  there  cited,  and  the  case  of  Pitts  v.  Ja 
as  reported  by  Rolle  (a),  and  other  cases  stated  in  L 

cai 

(a)  p.  416. 
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cannot  be  read  without  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  1839. 

establishnients  or  foundations  for  securing  prayers  for  ^^rC^^ 

the  s€>uls  of  the  dead  were  deemed  to  be  superstitious  Attornby- 

and  within  the  statute  of  J&fwaref  VI. ;  and  upon  these  ^^^^^^^ 

authonties  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  directions  of  the  The 

will  to  which  I  have  referred  are  such,  that  the  pay-  Company, 
ments   made  in  respect  thereof  became  the  property  of 
the  Cr^own, 

In  t.fae  argument  for  the  relators  it  was  urged  that  the 
directions  to  which  I  have  referred  are  oqly  directions 
to  pray  for  the  souls  of  the  dead,  that  such  directions 
^^  not  unlawful,  and  are  not  and  never  have  been  pro- 
hibited by  the  Church  of  England^  and  were  not  deemed 
to  be   superstitious  at  the  time  when  the  statute  of 
1  E^w.  6.  was  passed.     It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
^^cessary,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  this  case,  to  enter 
^^  a  minute  examination  of  the  doctrine  of  the  church 
^^land  respecting  prayers  for  the  souls  of  the  dead ; 
y^^    question  is,  whether  the  uses  to  which  the  testator 
^^^  directed  his  property  to  be  applied  in  perpetuity  are 
^H  as  to  vest  the  land,  or  the  monies  applicable  to  the 
.^^^^  directed  by  the  will  in  the  Crown,,  according  to  the 
^tat  and  true  effect  of  the  statute  of  Edward  VI. ;  and 
^^f)ugh  prayers   for  the  souls   of  deceased  persons 
^^S^fct  not  according  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of 
"^•^g/oiirf  be  necessarily  connected  with  the  doctrine  of 
P^^i^tory,  and  although  it  might  not  be  considered  as 
Ecclesiastical  offence  to  pray  for  the  souls  of  deceased 
Jons,  or  request  others  to  do  so  (upon  which  points 
^o  not  think  it  necessary  to  express  any  opinion  at 
^^*^   time),  yet  it  might,  nevertheless,  as  I  conceive,  be 
perly  deemed  superstitious  to  create  an  establishment 
^ndow  a  foundation,  to  be  continued  in  perpetuity 
conducted  with  certain  ceremonies  supposed  to  be 
Igious,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  perpetual  con- 
tinuance 
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1889.  tinuance  of  prayers  for  the  souls  of  the  dead,  eith 

^■^y^^  alone  or  in  connection  with  other  observances  wi 

Attorney-  the  express  terms  of  the  act ;  and  it  appears  to  me  th 

Oenebal  ^jjg  question  has  been  determined  by  autliority. 
The 

Company.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  whether  the  sum  of  1 
marks  was  ever  paid,  but  the  gift  of  this  sum  for 
better  performance  of  the  trusts  above  mentioned  1 
to  an  inference,  that  at  the  time,  the  rents  were  n 
more  than  sufficient  to  answer  the  purposes  to  whi« 
the  testator  directed  them  to  be  applied. 


Even  in  the  directions  for  making  and  renewing 
out  of  the  reserved  fund  the  testator  has  intermix^^ 
directions  for  religious  observances  to  be  performed  f^ 
the  benefit  of  his  soul  and  the  souls  of  others,  and  t^B 
only  charitable  gift  unmixed  with  superstition  whicfav^ 
find  in  the  will  is  that  to  the  prisoners  'in  lAidgate 
Newgate.   This  might  be  sufficient  to  6ave  the  land  fn^ 
vesting  in  the  Crown ;  but  all  the  other  application 
directed  to  be  made  of  the  rents  appear  to  me  to 
either  gifts  for  superstitious  uses,  or  to  be  so  connectec^ 
With  superstition,  or  contrived  for  securing  the  continii'*^ 
ance  and  perpetuation  of  the  superstitious  uses,  that  the 
rents  payable  and  paid  in  that  respect  became  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Crown  under  the  statute  of  Edxcard  VL; 
and,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  estates  devised  by  Kneseworth  became 
the  property  of  the  company,  subject  only  to  the  per* . 
formance  of  the  trust  for  the  prisoners  o(  Ijtdgate  and 
Newgate^  which  has  been  performed,   and,   therefore} 
that  this  information  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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BUNBURY  V.  BUNBURY.  ^or.  s. 

T^HE  facts  of  this  case  are  stated  in  1  Beavan^s  Reports ^  Nccessaiy 
318.     The  Defendant  by  his  answer  admitted  that  ^ions  between 

be  had  in  his  possession  the  letters  and  documents  set  ■  folJcitor  and 
x»      •    ,  client,  through 

toith  in  the  schedule,  and  which  related  to  the  matters  in  an  unprofes- 

tiie  bill  mentioned ;  but  as  to  some  of  the  letters  he  said  "^"■iP^"^!i» 
-  ^  ^  are  privileged; 

they  had  passed  between  him  and  Mr.  Innes^  his  agent,  but  it  not  ap- 
**  ^hen  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Defendant  were  thha»e"that 
^'^  question,  with  refsrence  to  the  institution  and  conduct  the  communi- 
^tte  aforesaid  proceedings  of  the  Defendant  in  Demerara,  wholly  of  a 

^^d  to  the  defence  of  the  Defendant  in  this  suit ;  and  that  professional 

11  .  or  confidential 

^^  such  letters  passed  between  the  Defendant  and  Mr.  nature,  such 

-^nes,  as  the  channel  of  communication  between  Defendant  ^^^^J[^ 

^'^  his  solicitors  and  legal  advisers  in  Demerara^  and  in      A  case  sub- 

^is  country,  in  the  aforesaid  proceedings  and  in  this  Jhe  kistSutron 

^Uiu**  of  the  suit,  for 

the  opinion  of 
Dutch  counsel 

As  to  Other  letters  he  said,  they  "  had  passed  between  *?^  '^,®  °P'' 
"K*     _  __  __  __.  nion  thereon, 

-■^r.  Itmes^    Mr.  Pierce^   Mr.  BiUinghurst^   Mr.  Smithy  held  pri- 

^r.  Lane^  and  Mr.  Bossj  after  the  death  of  the  alleged  ^'^«g®^' 
^tator,  Ht^h  Milk  Bunbury^  when  the  aforesaid  rights 
^ad  interests  of  the  Defendant  were  in  question,  with 
Reference  to  the  institution  and  conduct  of  the  aforesaid 
proceedings  in  Demerara;*'   and  that  all  such  letters 
passed  between  the  said  last-mentioned  parties  respect- 
ively, '^  as  the  channels  of  communication  between  the  Z)^- 
Jendant  and  the  other  Defendants  and  their  solicitors  in 
this  country  and  their  advisers  in  Demerara^  in  the 
aforesaid  proceedings.'' 

It  was  stated  that  Mr.  Innes^  Mr*  Pietxe^  Mr.  Billings 
turstf  Mr«  Lane  and  Mr.  Boss  were  merchants  in  2>m- 

don^ 


174 


18S9. 


BUNBURT 

V, 
BUNBUBY. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

doHf  Demeraroy  and  St.  Vincent  respectively,  and  tha] 
Mr.  Smith  was  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  in  Demerara. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  production  of  all  tb< 
documents  admitted  to  be  in  the  Defendant's  possession. 

Mr.  Petnberton,  Mr.  O.  Richards,  and  Mr.X.  Wignm,, 
in  support  of  the  motion.  The  rule  is,  that  where  a  De* 
fendant  admits  the  possession  of  documents  relating  tc 
the  matters  in  question  prima  facie,  he  is  bound  to  pro* 
duce  them;  Tyler  v.  Drayton,  (a)  There  being  such  an 
admission,  it  is  for  the  Defendant  to  shew  from  his  answei 
a  sufficient  statement  to  entitle  him  to  protection  against 
the  operation  of  the  ordinary  rule ;  Storey  v.  Lord  John 
George  Lennox,  (i) 

Here  no  sufficient  statement  is  made  by  the  answer 
to  relieve  the  Defendant  from  the  necessity  of  pro- 
ducing the  letters,  for  they  are  stated  to  have  passed 
between  the  Defendant  and  an  unprofessional  person; 
the  necessity  which  exists  of  unreserved  communication 
between  a  party  and  his  professional  adviser  for  the 
proper  defence  of  his  rights  is  the  sole  cause  of  the  pri- 
vilege which  is  extended  to  professional  communications 
pending  legal  proceedings ;  Bolton  v.  JTie  Corporation  of 
Liverpool,  (c)  No  such  necessity  exists  for  communicat- 
ing between  a  party  and  an  unprofessional  person,  and  in 
such  case  there  is  no  such  privilege.  Privilege  has  never 
been  extended  beyond  communications  between  a  party 
and  his  professional  adviser. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  it  has  been 
extended  to  the  case  of  an  interpreter,  [d)     Suppose 

an 

{a)  9  Sim.  ^  S.  309.  (c)  1  MyL  4*  K.  88. 

(b)  1  Mffl.  4-  Cr.  p.  537.;  and         (J)  See  Du  Barr4  v.  LntUe^ 

Keen,SU.  Feakep76.}  and  4  T,R.  756. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY* 


17« 


illiterate  man,  unable  to  write,  employed  a  person 
to  ^write  to  bis  solicitor  for  him,  would  not  such  a  com- 
munication be  privileged?]     Here  no  such  necessity 
Appears  to  have  existed ;  besides  which,  these  commu« 
'^ioations  are  not  stated  to  have  been  of  a  professional 
'^A'ture ;  they  may  refer  to  matters  quite  foreign  to  the 
r-^ela-tion  of  solicitor  and  client.     They  cited  Nias  v.  The 
.^^i^wihern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company  (a),  Hughes  ▼• 
.^iddudjlh  (i),  Bolton  v.  T^e  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (c), 
■^^^sborough  v.  Bawlins  (rf),  Greenlaw  v.  King,  {e) 


18S9. 


BUNBOET 
BUNBUBY. 


3%lr.  Kindersky  and  Mr.  George  Turner^  contrc^  con- 
that  the  letters  were  privileged,  though  addressed 
nprofessional  persons,  inasmuch  as  such  parties  formed 
medium  of  communication  between  the  client  resid- 
in  England  and  his  solicitor  in  the  colonies.    They 
principally  on  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Wildman  (g), 
liere  letters  which  had  passed  between  the  Defendant's 
and  her  solicitor  were  held  privileged,  Sir  John 
observing,  ^*  that  the  protection  was  the  same 
'^^hether  the  client  communicated  directly  with  his  pro- 
*^B«sional  adviser,  or  through  the  intervention  of  a  third 
person."    They  also  cited  Greenough  v.  Gaskell.  {h) 


2^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  it  fortunately  happens  that  there  is  no 
^^Ubt  respecting  the  rule  which  the  Court  acts  upon :  it 
^  ^needed  that  an  admission  in  an  answer,  such  as 
^curs  in  the  present,  puts  the  Defendant  upon  shewing 

that 


(a)  5  Myl,  4-  Cr,  3S5. 
ib)  4  Ruts.  190. 
(c)  1  Myl.  4r  K.  88. 


(e)  I  Beavariy  137. 
(g)  6  Mad.  47. 
{h)  1  Myi.  4-  K.  98. 


Nov,  8. 
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that  he  is  exempted  from  the  productioii  of  the  docii 
meats,  and  it  is  fully  admitted,  that  any  professioiMi 
confidential  communications  which  may  have  taken  plao 
between  a  party  and  his  solicitor  are  also  to  be  pro 
tected. 


I  believe  that  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Wiliman  (a)  ha 
never  been  in  any  way  disputed,  and  I  have  Bom 
recollection  of  a  case  in  which  the  principle  ther 
acted  upon  was  carried  still  further;  it  certainly  ap 
pears  to  me  that  there  may  be  very  many  cases  ii 
which  a  party,  not  being  able  himself  to  have  a  direc 
communication  with  his  solicitor,  is  compelled  to  em 
ploy  an  intermediate  agent  for  the  purpose  of  tbn 
efiSscting  a  communication  of  matters  of  a  confidentifl 
nature.  In  such  cases  the  necessity,  which  arises,  < 
transmitting  such  communications  through  another  part} 
renders  it  privileged.  The  question  is,  whether  the  De 
fendant  in  thb  case  has  protected  liimself  within  any  ml 
of  that  kind  which  prevails,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  h 
has  not  He  relies  upon  this,  —  that  Mr.  Innes  was  th 
channel  of  communication  between  him  and  his  solidtoi 
He  might  have  been  so,  and  yet  a  considerable  part  of  th 
communications  made  by  him  through  Mr.  Innes  migfa 
not,  in  any  sense,  be  considered  as  professional  or  con 
fidential  communications  to  be  transmitted  through  Mi 
Innes  to  the  solicitor.  It  is  upon  that  ground,  ani 
upon  that  ground  alone,  that  I  think  I  must  order  th 
production  of  the  letters. 


A  cas 


(a)  6  Mad.  47. 
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A  case  ^' vhicb,  since  the  institution  of  this  suit,  had 
been  stated  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  for  the  opinion 
f  counsel  in  Holland,  as  to  the  rights  and  interests  of 
"^be  Defendants,  and  stated  with  reference  to  their  de* 
ence  in  this  suit,  and  the  opinion  of  counsel  upon  such 
^*  were  held  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  be  pri- 
il^ed,  and  their  production  was  refused. 


1839. 


BlTKlURY 
BuNBURY. 


JAMES  V.  DURANT. 


Dec.  24. 


T  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  James  On  the  mar- 
the  latter  was  possessed  of  certain  funded  property,  ]q^^  ^y^  ^^ 
some  shares  in  the  Sotdk  London  Water  Works.       possessed  of 

funded  pro- 
perty and 

»y  th^  settlement  made  on  their  marriage,  dated  in  ^^^^  "* 
•^  ^  '  water  works, 

1 S 1 6,  after  reciting  that  Mrs.  James  was  entitled  to  the  the  funded 
Funcled  property  (but  omitting  all  mention  of  the  shares),  S^w^^tl^^"^ 
aud  reciting  that  it  had  been  agreed  ^^  that  the  funded  the  settle- 
property  and  all  other  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  ^y^j.  contain- 

•^d  Maria  Heathcote,  which  she  or  any  person  or  per-  ®^  ?  recital  of 
o^         •  r     t  1.1  -r«-«.        •.-  -    f        an  intention, 

sons  m  trust  for  her,  or  the  said  WtUtam  James  m  her  that  all  pro- 

'^bt,  should  at  any  time  durini?  the  marriai^e  become  Pfrty  which 
^  f  ^  ^  the  wife  or  her 

^>^titled  to,  exceeding  in  amount  or  value  in  any  one  husband,  in 
gift  or  bequest  the  sum  of  iJOO/.  and  not  otherwise,"  8hou"d  after 
ahould  be  assigned  to  the  same  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  the  marriage  ' 
herein  mentioned ;  and  reciting  that  the  funded  pro-  i\^  to,  should 
P^tty  had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  the  trus-  ^^  settled  on 

J.        "^  111         similar  trusts, 

^^^ ;  the  trusts  of  the  funded  property  were  declared  to  and  a  cove- 
nant by  the 
husband  and 


^^  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband,  wife  and  children. 


The  ^^y  ^^^  ^'ife^ 

that  all  pro- 
^^>ty  which  she  or  her  husbaud,  in  her  right,  should  after  the  settlement  become 
^'^titlcd  to  should  be  settled:  Held,  that  the  shares  were  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
^e  settlement. 


Vol.  II. 
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The  settlement  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  James^  that  in  case  Mrs.  James^  *^  or  any 
person  or  persons  in  trust  for  her,  or  the  said  William 
James  in  her  right,  should  at  any  time  or  times  tkere^ 
after  during  their  joint  lives  become  possessed 'o^  in^ 
terested  in,  or  entitled  to  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  or 
other  personal  property,  estate  or  effiscts  whatsoevei^ 
exceeding  in  amount  or  value  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling 
at  any  one  time,  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  deed,  will 
or  other  instrument,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  then  and 
in  every  such  case  the  same  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or 
other  personal  property,  estate  or  effects  so  exceeding 
in  amount  or  value  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling  should  be 
from  time  to  time  paid,  assigned  and  transferred ;  and 
that  they  the  said  Maria  Heathcote  and  WiUiam  James 
should,  from  time  to  time  as  and  when  such  right,  title 
or  interest  should  accrue,  or  with  all  convenient  speed 
thereafter,  pay  or  cause  or  procure  or  otherwise  permit 
and  suffer  to  be  paid,  and  well  and  effectually  assign 
and  transfer  the  same  sum  and  sums  of  money  or  other 
personal  property,  estate  or  effects "  unto  the  trustees, 
upon  the  same  trusts  as  those  declared  of  the  funded 
property. 


The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  South 
London  Water  Works  shares,  which  exceeded  the  value 
of  200/.,  were  comprised  in  this  covenant 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Loftm  Wigram^  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Roupellj  for  the  husband, 
contended  that  be  was  entitled  to  all  property  possessed 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage  which  was  not  expressly 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  that  the  covenant  was 
to  extend  only  to  future  acquired  property. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  G.  L.  Sussell,  for  the  trustees.  18S9. 

Gf^Sffiejf  T.  Humpage{a)  was  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  these  shares  are  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement,  and  I  do  not  know  how  it  is  possible  to 
construe  the  words  in  any  other  way.  The  marriage 
took  place,  and  by  virtue  of  that  marriage  the  husband 
instantly,  in  his  wife's  right,  acquired  a  title  to  the  pro- 
perty in  question.  It  seems  then  to  me,  that  the  case 
comes  precisely  within  the  words,  and  that  the  shares 
became  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement 

Rarely  are  settlements  entered  into  with  such  pru- 
dence as  to  fully  carry  into  effect  the  actual  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  where  recitals  are  made  in  these  general 
words  I  am  afraid  that  their  effect  cannot  be  avoided, 
otherwise  than  by  enumerating  in  the  settlement  itself 
any  particular  portion  of  the  wife's  property  which  it  is 
intended  shall  not  be  subjected  to  the  trusts. 

(a)  1  Beavany46m 


TRAVERS  V.  TRAVERS.  j^l^so. 

r\N  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Smithy  certain  In  a  marriage 
property  to  which  Mrs.  Smith  was  then  entitled  husband  alone 

iras  settled  on  the  usual  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  covenanted  to 

Bettle  any  pro- 
husband,  perty  whicn 

ois  wife  or  he' 
}  her  right  misht  thereafter  acquire:  Held,  that  property  which  was  aflenrords 
Ven  to  the  wi&  for  her  separate  use  was  not  affected  by  the  coveoaat. 

2^2 
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1840. 


hasbandi  wife  and  children ;  Mr.  Smiik  alone  cove- 
nanted to  settle  any  property  to  which  his  intended  wife 
or  he,  in  her  right,  might  become  entitled  during  the 
coverture. 

The  father  of  Mrs.  Smith  subsequently,  by  his  will, 
gave  a  portion  of  the  income  of  his  residuary  estate  to 
Mrs.  Smith  for  her  separate  use. 

The  question  was,  whether  certain  arrears  of  this  in- 
come, now  in  court,  ought  to  be  paid  over  to  the  trus- 
tees and  invested  by  them  upon  the  trusts  declared  in  the 
settlement,  or  whether  Mrs.  Smith  was  entitled  to  have 
the  amount  at  once  paid  over  to  her. 

Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  E.  Teed^  for  dif- 
ferent parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
fund  in  question  was  not  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and 
ordered  payment  to  Mrs.  Smith,  (a) 

{a)  See  Douglas  v.  Congreve,  1  Keen,  4S5. 


1839. 
Nov.  IS. 

Where  time  is 
not  of  the 
essence  of  the 
contract,  and 
there  is  unne* 
cessary  delay 


TAYLOR  V.  BROWN. 


TN  1834  the  Defendant  became  the  purchaser  of  cer- 

"^  tain  freehold  property  belonging  to  the  Plaintifis. 

The  sale  was  by  auction,  subject  to  certain  conditions, 

with  respect  to  which  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that  time 

by  one  of  die    was  not  made  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  that 
parties  in  com- 
pleting, the  ^^^ 
other  has  a  right,  by  notice,  to  limit  the  time  for  completing  the  contract,  and  npon 
default  to  abandon  the  contract. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  a  vendor  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract :  the  pur- 
chaser insisted  that  the  contract  had  been  abandoned :  fuiling  in  this  defence  he  was 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit  up  to  the  hearing,  and  the  usual  reference  was  made 
as  to  title. 
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some  delay  was  tbereby  anticipated  in  consequence  of 

the  residence  of  some  of  the  vendors  in  Canada.    It 

was  stipolatedy  however,  that  if  it  should  be  necessary 

to  send  the  conveyance  to  Canada^  the  execution  by 

the  parties  should  be   obtained  with  all    reasonable 

despatch. 


1889. 


The  abstract  was  furnished  and  submitted  for  the 

opinion  of  the  Defendant's  conveyancer;   this  being 

obtained,  various  communications  took  place  between 

tile  parties,  the  Plaintiffs  endeavouring  to  comply  with 

^e  requisition ;  and  in  order  to  remove  the  objections 

i^ised^  considerable  delay  occurred  in  sending  to  Co- 

^^^^iix  and  in  obtaining  the  requisite  evidence.      This, 

ho^vever,  was  not  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  De- 

fexid^nt  until  the  time  after  stated. 


"X^lie  conveyance  was  executed,  and  in  March  18S6 
^i^^   ^.nswers  to  the  remaining  requisitions  of  counsel  and 
^''^^lier  evidence  and  documents  were  furnished  by  the 
^^^^ixitiffs,  and  were  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  De« 
*^*^^€int  to  his  conveyancer.     After  this,  frequent  appli- 
^^^ions  were  made  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  the 
^^f5Bndant's  solicitor,  urging  the  completion  of  the  con- 
^^'^ct,  and  some  threats  were  held  out  of  filing  a  bill  for 
^T^cific  performance.     Nothing  satisfactory  was  done 
^^  the  Defendant  until  the  2d  of  Julyj  when  the  further 
opinion  of  his  conveyancer  was  furnished.     Upon  this, 
^^e  vendors'  solicitor  obtmned  the  further  opinion  of  his 
^unsel,  and  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  Defendant  oc- 
cupied himself  in  procuring  the  further  evidence  sug* 
gested  by  him.     In  this  state  of  things,  the  Defendant, 
on  the  ISth  of  Jidy  18S6,  abruptly  insisted  on  ter-> 
fflinating  the  contract  by  a  letter  written  to  the  vendors* 
solicitor  in  the  following  terms :  — •  ^'  As  you  state  that 
the  most  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  facts  mentioned  in 

certain  requisitions  thai  can  be  furnished  has  been  re- 

N  S  cently 
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18S9.  cently  obtained  from  Canada^  and  have  referred  to  docu- 
ments B.  as  affording  that  eyidence^  and  as  my  counsel 
is  of  opinion  that  these  documents  are  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requisitions)  1  b^  to  inform  you 
that  I  consider  the  agreement  as  at  an  end,  and  I  re- 
quest you  to  take  notice  thereof.'' 

The  vendors  afterwards  attempted  to  supply  further 
evidence,  but  the  Defendant  repeated  his  determination 
of  abandoning  the  contract. 

The  vendors  then  filed  this  bill  against  the  purchaser 
for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract ;  by  his 
answer  the  Defendant  still  insisted  that  the  contract  had 
been  abandoned,  and  also  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not 
established  their  title  to  the  property. 

Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  Uqyd,  for  the  Plainti&,  asked 
for  the  usual  reference  to  the  Master  as  to  the  tide ;  and 
they  contended,  that  as  the  Defendant  had  set  up  as  a 
defence  the  abandonment  of  the  contract,  in  which  he 
had  wholly  failed,  he  alone  had  been  the  cause  of  all 
the  litigation ;  that  the  Defendant  by  the  mode  of  his 
defence  had  also  prevented  the  Plaintiffs  from  obtaining, 
on  an  interlocutory  application,  the  usual  reference  to 
the  Master  on  the  title,  and  consequently  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  hearing;  they  cited  Scoones 
y.  MorreU.  (a) 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Spencer  FoUetU  cantrip  coa^ 
tended  that  the  contract  had  been  put  an  end  to  by  the 
letter  of  the  13th  of  July,  and  that  such  a  delay  had 
occurred  on  the  part  of  the  vendors  as  warranted  that 
proceeding. 

(a)  l'Beavan,25\, 
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JTie  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  which  has  been  discussed  in  this  case 
is,  whether  the  Defendant  remains  under  any  obligation 
to  perform  the  agreement  He  says  he  does  not,  and  that 
he  has  ceased  to  be  under  any  obligation  from  the  13th 
of  Jtdy  1836.  Now  as  1  have  before  stated,  where  the 
contract  and  the  circumstances  are  such  that  time  is  not 
in  this  Court  considered  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  —  in  such  case,  if  any  unnecessary  delay  is 
created  by  one  party  the  other  has  a  right  to  limit 
a  reasonable  time  within  which  the  contract  shall  be 
perfected  by  the  other.  It  has  been  repeatedly  so  con- 
sidered in  this  Court;  and  where  the  time  has  been 
thus  fairly  limited,  by  a  notice  stating  that  within  such 
a  period  that  which  is  required  must  be  done  or  other- 
wise the  contract  will  be  treated  as  at  an  end,  this  Court 
has  very  frequently  supported  that  proceeding ;  and  bills 
having  been  afterwards  filed  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  this  Court  has  dismissed  them 
with  costs,  (a) 

This,  however,  is  not  a  case  of  that  description,  for 
though  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  Defendant  might 
not  at  various  periods  of  this  transaction  have  given 
such  a  notice,  yet  he  has  not  done  so ;  for  what  hap- 
pened, as  I  understand  it,  was  this,  that  on  the  2d  of 
Jufy  1836  the  Defendant's  solicitors  sent  Mr.  Palmer's 
opinion  that  the  requisition  had  not  been  complied  with, 
and  under  circumstances  which  amounted  to  a  demand 
of  further  explanation ;  and  further  explanation  being 
^ven  and  being  in  the  course  of  being  obtained,  on 
:he  ISth  of  Jtdy  1836  the  letter  is  sent,  saying,  from 
Ills  time  and  on  this  very  day  I  shall  consider  the  con- 
XBCt  at  an  end.    Under  these  circumstances  I  think  the 

Defendant 
(c)  %e»Heaphyy.  HiU,  2  Sim.  4-  iS'/.29.;  WatsonY.Seid,  1  Russ.^ 
My.  ^6. 


1889. 
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Defendant  is  still  under  an  obligation  to  perform  th< 
contract.  The  decree  will  be,  that  upon  showing  i 
good  title  the  contract  must  be  performed. 

The  only  other  question  is,  who  is  to  pay  the  cost 
of  the  litigation  up  to  this  time  ?  The  litigation  up  t 
this  time  is  not  whether  a  good  title  has  been  shown 
but  whether  that  letter  of  the  2d  of  Jidy  18S6  did  o 
did  not  put  an  end  to  the  contract;  I  am  of  opinio) 
that  it  did  not;  and  all  the  litigation  and  expence  up  t 
this  time  has  been  occasioned  by  the  Defendant's  insist 
ing  upon  that  which  he  was  not  entitled  to,  and  haVinj 
wholly  failed  in  the  defence,  I  think,  the  Defendan 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  hearing. 


Dec.  24. 

A  testator 
gave  8omc 
pecuniary  le- 
gacies to  in- 
fants, to  be 
paid  to  them 
on  their  at- 
taining 
twenty-one ; 
and  by  a  co- 
dicil he  di- 
rected, that 
as  far  as  it 
might  be  prac- 
ticable, all  his 
legacies  should 
be  paid  within 
six  moqths 
after  his  de- 
cease: Held, 
that  the  di- 
rection in  the 
codicil  did 
not  accelerate 
the  time  of 
payment  to 
the  infant  le- 
gatees. 


FROST  V.  CAPEL. 

npHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1834,  expresse 
himself  in  these  terms : — "I  give  and  bequeath  th 
following  legacies,  with  the  payment  of  which  I  subjec 
and  charge  my  personal  estate,  that  is  to  say,  I  give  an 
bequeath  to  William  Webb  Frosty  Charles  Maynard  Fros< 
Catherine  Sarah  Frosty  Henry  Wigram  Frost,  Peter  Froi 
and  Elizabeth  Jane  Frost,  children  of  my  nephew,  Robet 
Frost,  lately  deceased,  the  sum  of  1000/.  each,  to  b 
paid  to  them  on  their  respectively  attaining  the  age  ( 
twenty-one  years." 

The  testator  also  gave  other  legacies,  as  to  which  h 
directed  no  definite  time  of  payment. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  in  1838,  he  expressed  himself  a 

follows :  —  ^'  I  desire,  as  far  as  may  be  practicable,  the 

all  legacies  shall  be  paid  within  six  months  after  m 

decease." 

Thi 
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This  bill  was  filed  by  four  of  the  infant  l^tees  of 
3  l^acies  of  1000/.,  against  the  executors  and  resi* 
ary  l^atees,  to  have  their  legacies  paid  into  Court 
^r  the  statute  S6  G.  3.  c.  52.  s.  S2.,  with  interest 
the  end  of  six  months  after  the  testator's  death. 


The  executors,  three  of  whom  were  the  residuary 

tees,  contended  that  they  were  entitled^  upon  the 

xistruction  of  the  whole  will,  to  the  intermediate  in- 

K~est  accruing  on  the  legacies  between  the  death  of  the 

^tator  and  the  attainment  of  twenty-one  years  by  the 

ffimts  respectively;  on  the  other  hand  it  was  contended^ 

under  the  terms  of  the  will  and  codicil,  the  Plain- 

^  were  entitled  to  the  interest  from  six  months  after 

3  death  of  the  testator. 

There  appeared  assets  sufficient  for  payment  of  the 
acies. 


^r.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  fV.  Daniel^  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
^^^^^tended,  that  under  the  act  in  question  it  was  prac- 
ticable to  pay  the  legatees  in  question  within  six  months 
^'^^r  the  testator's  decease. 

^^r.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Paynter^  contra. 

3^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I^lie  testator  in  this  case  has  by  his  will  and  codicil 
S^^^xi  a  great  variety  of  legacies;  he  has  directed  some 
^^  tl^em  to  be  paid  without  mentioning  at  what  time, 
^^^  others  he  has  directed  should  be  paid  to  the  lega- 
^^  at  the  age  of  twenty-one.  The  legacies  of  lOOO/L 
^^^H.  now  in  question  were  given  by  the  will,  with  a 
tipn  to  pay  them  to  those  persons  on  their  re- 
lively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  there 
^  ^^lerefore,  a  legacy  given  to  each  of  them,  with  a 
^^^^t net  direction  for  its  payment  as  the  legatee  shoul 
^^tiiiu  the  age  of  twenty«one  years.     There  appears  to 

be 
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be  a  Iq^acy  precisely  of  the  same  kind  in  the  last  codi- 
cily  which  last  codicil  contains  this  direction,  <<  I  desire, 
as  far  as  it  may  be  practicable,  that  all  legacies  shall  be 
paid  within  six  months  after  my  decease."  The  question 
is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  whether  this  clause  of  the  codicil 
was  intended  to  accelerate  the  time  at  which  the  testator 
had  previously  directed  the  legacies  to  be  paid,  —  that 
is,  whether  he  intended  to  revoke  the  direction  to  pay  the 
legacies  to  these  persons  when  they  respectively  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  to  direct  the  payment 
at  the  end  of  the  six  months  from  the  time  of  his 
death.  I  think  that  by  the  words  *^  as  far  as  it  may 
be  practicable,"  the  testator  intended  to  have  regard 
to  the  state  of  his  assets  and  nothing  else,  and  that 
when  he  speaks  of  all  the  legacies  he  speaks  of  those 
only  as  to  which  the  time  of  payment  was  indefinite, 
and  as  to  the  others  with  respect  to  which  the  time  of 
payment  was  specified  in  a  prior  part  of  the  will,  he  did 
not  mean  to  alter  that  time. 


2>tfC.  9.  16. 


ROMILLY  V.  GRINT. 


Defendant 
dispaupered, 
with  the  co8t8^ 
of  the  applica^ 
tion,  on  affida- 
vits, which 
were  not 
wholly  contra- 
dicted by  the 
Defendant, 
shewing  that 
he  was  not  in 
bad  circum- 
stances. 


npHE  Defendant  in  this  case  obtained,  ex  parte^  an 
-*■  order  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis  on  the.  usual 
affidavit,  *^  that  his  just  debts  being  first  paid,  and  his 
wearing  apparel  and  the  matters  in  question  in  this 
cause  only  excepted,  he  was  not  worth  the  sum  of  5/.^ 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  that  this 
order  might  be  discharged  with  costs,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  a  pauper. 


The  application  was  supported  by  affidavits  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  solicitor,  shewing  that  the  Defendant 

was 
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y^BS  carrying  on  business  as  a  boot  and  shoemaker,  and 
apparently  in  good  circumstances ;  many  other  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavits  tending  to  lead  to  this  con- 
clusion. 
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I^lie  Defendant,  in  opposition,  denied  some  of  these 
statements,  but  he  allowed  many  of  them  to  remain 
uncontradicted  by  him :  he,  however,  again  reiterated 
tiiG  statement  *^  that  he  was  not  possessed  of  property 
of  tbe  value  of  5/.  beyond  his  wearing  apparel,  and  that 
as  very  largely  indebted." 


r.  Parker,  for  the  motion. 


r.  Hetheringtony  contra. 


Master  of  the  Rolls. 

lis  application  is  to  discharge  an  order  obtained 

^y     tile  Defendant  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis ;  the 

S^oonds  on  which  the  application  is  made  are,  that  the 

^^^^r  was  obtained  on  a  false  suggestion,  and  that  the 

"^^ffendant  instead  of  being  a  pauper  is  a  person  in  good 

^^^'Ci^mstances,  that  he  is  a  boot  and  shoemaker,  and 

^^  considerable  property.     An  affidavit  has  been  filed 

y  'tbe  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  has  answered  it,  and 

■^^  result  is  either  that  the  Defendant  is  a  person  put- 

^^g  on  a  firaudulent  appearance  of  credit  to  carry  on 

^^de,  or  he  has  improperly  obtained  this  order. 

Having  regard  to  the  affidavits  and  facts  stated,  which 
<U*e  within  the  knowledge  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  affi- 
davit in  answer,  and  the  mode  in  which  he  has  met  some 
of  the  allegations,  and  the  number  he  has  not  denied,  it 
does  appear  to  me  sufficient  to  say  this  order  ought  not 
to  stand,  and  must  therefore  be 

Discharged  with  costs. 


Dee,  16. 
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1839.  M'KENNA  V.  EVERITT. 

Dec,  16. 

An  ex  parte      f\^  ^^e  2Sd  of  November  18S9  the  Plaintifis 

examination^  ^^  *°  ^^  P^^^  petition  at  the  Rolls,  an  order 

de  bene  esse,     they  should  be  at  liberty  ^^  to  examine  the  said  ElizOi 
-in^lTven.  -Et^n'W  and  TAomas  James  Dover,  as  witnesses  for  t 


tieth  year,  and  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause  de  bene  esse,  saving  all  just 

very  weak  and     .        „  «=»        * 

infirm,  and        tions. 
from  her  ad- 
vanced years 

not  likely  to         The  grounds  on  which  the  order  had  been  obtainec/j 

dischaned  for  ^^  stated  in  the  order  and  verified  by  the  affidavit  of 

irregularity,  clerk  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  were  as  follows :  **  he 

that shedid"  verily  believes  Elizabeth  Everittj  widow,  and  Thomas 

not  come  James  Davey  of  Woolwich^  a  private  soldier  in  her  Ma- 

Wlthm  the  ,  ,^^  r  -n  i    e^  m         t    -wm"  i  ^^ 

rule,  not  being  jesty  s  Corps  of  Royal  Sappers  and  Miners,  to  be  mate- 

"seventy years  j.jj  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  and 
of  age,"  and         ^  ^  ^  ' 

not  being  in  a  without  whose  evidence,  as  this  deponent  is  advised  and 

state  of  believes,  they  cannot  safely  proceed  to  a  hearing  in  this 

health."  cause.     And  this  deponent  saith  that  the  said  Elizabeth 

order  for  the  Everitt  is  in  the  70th  year  of  her  age,  as  she  informed 

^''^'"""®"»  this  deponent,  and  appears  to  be  very  weak  and  infirm, 

of  a  soldier  and  from  her  advanced  years  not  likely  to  live  long. 

o^sto"!^^^^^  And  this  deponent  saith  he  hath  been  informed* by  the 

cecd  abroad  in  said  Thomas  James  Davey,  and  verily  believes,  that  he 

for  six  or  ^^  said  Thomas  James  Davey  is  under  military  orders  of 

seven  years       i^ej.  Majesty's  government  to  proceed  in  about  six  days 
held  regular.  ,      t  ,      ,    ^  ^^  ,  \       ^r  •        t  .        / 

to  the  Island  of  Bermuda,  on  her  Majesty  s  service,  for 

the  period  of  six  or  seven  years." 

It  was  now  moved  to  discharge  this  order,  and  that 
the  depositions  taken  thereunder  might  be  suppressed 
for  irregularity. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Treslaoe  and  Mr.  Tripp^  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion, contended  that  the  order  had  been  irr^ularly 
obtained,  that  it  had  been  clearly  settled  that  there  ex- 
isted three  cases  only,  in  which  such  an  order  could 
be  obtained  exparte^  namely,  where  the  witness  is  more 
than  seventy  years  of  age,  or  is  the  only  witness  to  a 
particular  fact,  or  is  in  a  dangerous  state ;  Bellamy  v. 
Jones  (a),   Tomkins  v.  Harrison  {b) :  and  that  *^  if  you 
come  upon  a  case  that  you  cannot  arrange  in  that  class 
yovL  must  give  notice,"  Bellamy  v.  Jones,  (c)    That  here 
the  first  witness  was  not  stated  to  be  seventy  years  of 
3^6,  but  in  her  seventieth  year  only,  and  that  it  was  not 
(uJScient  that  she  was  stated  to  be  in  an  infirm  state : 
thing  less  than  the  witness  being  in  a  dangerous  state 
C3ttld  warrant  an  ex  parte  order ;  Tomkins  v.  Hani- 


1839. 


M'Kenna 

EVERITT. 


As  to  the  second  wifbess  they  contended  there  was 

authority  for  obtaining  an  ex  parte  order  for  the 

amination  of  a  witness  on  the  ground  of  his  being 

ut  to  go  abroad ;  and  that  if  a  witness  in  such  a 

nation  were  allowed  to  be  examined  at  all,  it  must 

upon  an  order  obtained  upon  notice:  Lee  Dicker  v. 

(J),  where  the  order  to  examine  persons  who  were 

t  to  go  abroad  was  made  ^^  after  hearing  counsel 

both  sides."     They  also  cited  Laceden  v.  Jjord  MiU 

^(f).  East  India  Company  v.  Naish  (g),  BeWs  note  to 

nkin  v.  Middleditch  (A),  Rome  v.  — -.  (i) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Purvis^  contra^  contended  that 
le  very  advanced  age  of  the  first  witness,  the  infirm 
^^te  of  her  health  and  the  improbability  of  her  living 

long 


{a)  8  F<f«.51. 

{6)  €  Mad.3iS,;  Anon.  19  Ves. 

(c)  And  see  3  Darnel's  Pr.  546. 


(<r)  4  B.  C.  C.  540. 
(g)  Bunb.320. 
(A)  S  Bro.  C.  C.  639. 
(i)  13  rM.261. 


190 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1839. 


M'Kenna 

V, 

£teeitt. 


long  were  together  sufficient  to  justify  the  order  as  to 
her;  with  regard  to  the  second  witness,  that  the  dr*' 
cumstances  were  such^  as  by  the  practice  of  the  Court 
justified  the  order ;  that  orders  of  this  description  were 
warranted  by  the  exigency  of  the  case,  and  to  prevent 
the  loss  of  a  witness's  testimony ;  and  that  if  the  ampli- 
cation had  been  made  upon  notice,  the  second  witness 
might,  in  all  probability,  have  left  England  before  the 
motion  had  been  disposed  of,  and  his  evidence  would 
have  been  lost  to  the  Plaintiffi. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  examine  the  precedents  in  this  case  before 
deciding,  understanding  that  this  motion  is  made  on  the 
ground  of  irregularity,  and  not  of  any  false  suggestion 
having  been  made  in  obtaining  this  order. 


Bee.  16.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  at  all  the  cases  cited  in  the  argument 
and  many  others,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  order 
is  not,  strictly  speaking,  according  to  the  rule  laid 
down,  which  is  this,  that  when  the  age  of  a  witness  is 
the  reason  for  an  examination  de  bene  esse^  that  witness 
must  be  at  least  seventy  years  of  age,  which  this  person 
is  not;  and  where  the  health  of  the  person  is  the 
ground  for  such  an  examination  the  witness  must  be 
shown  to  be  in  a  ^Mangerous  state,"  which  is  not  the 
case  here.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  as  far  as 
relates  to  Elizabeth  Everittj  the  order  must  be  dis- 
charged as  prayed. 

With  respect  to  the  other  party,  Thomas  James 
Davey^  he  is  stated  to  be  a  private  soldier  and  ^^  under 
the  orders  of  government  to  proceed  to  Bermuda  on  her 
Majesty's  service  in  about  six  days,  to  remain  for  seven 


years 


.» 


EVEBITT* 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY*  191 

years;''  and  as  to  him  it  has  been  contended  that  the        18S9. 

order  is  irr^ular.     I  have  read  throdgh  all  the  cases,     ^a!vC^^ 

and    I  find  several  in  which  it  appears  settled,  that  an      ^   v. 

order  ex  parte  to  examine  a  witness  de  bene  esse  is  of 

course  where  the  person  is  seventy  years  of  age,  or  is 

in  a  dangerous  state  of  health,  or  is  the  only  witness  to 

a    niAterial  fact  in  the  cause ;  yet  I  do  not  find  that  it 

bas   ever  been  distinctly  stated  by  the  Court,  that  an 

order  of  course  may  not  be  obtained  for  the  examination 

oP  a  witness  who  is  about  to  quit  the  kingdom.     There 

is  a  case,  however,  in  the  ISth  volume  of  V€sey{a)j  in 

vbicb  the  three  cases  for  granting  this  order  are  stated 

to    l>e,  *<  first,  witnesses  of  the  age  of  seventy  years ; 

secondly,  witnesses  quitting  the  kingdom  ;  thirdly,  a  fact 

depending  upon  a  single  witness;'*  and  I  have  found  a 

<^*se  in  the  time  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  which  an  order 

of  course  was  granted  for  the  examination  of  a  witness 

wbo    in^as  about  to  leave  the  kingdom.     This  cannot 

^   considered  as  a  decided  point ;  but  upon  consider- 

A^on,  it  appears  to  me  that  justice  may  be  in  many  cases 

defeated  if  such  an  order  as  this  cannot  be  immediately 

obtained,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  order  is 

inregnlar;  1  cannot,  therefore,  discharge  this  order  as  to 

^'^  second  witness ;  but  it  must  be  discharged  as  to  the 

'^^  and  her  depositions  must  be  suppressed. 

(a)  Shelley  v. ^  13  Ve$.  56. 
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Bee.  23.  ATT  WOOD  V.  BANKS. 

Injunction  ^I^HE  Plaintiff  carried  on  business  as  a  glass  manu— 
S£  r  facturer  in  partnership  with  the  Defendant  Hm^, 

party  from  and  he  also  carried  on  business  as  an  alkali  and  soflt'^) 
ceeding^*^^  manufacturer  in  partnership  with  the  Defendants  TlecZi 
under  the  1  &  and  Banks.    Articles  of  partnership  between  them  hs^i 

2  Vict,  c.  110.    t  r  r 

#.  8.,  by  '      *  '^^'^  prepared  but  not  executed, 
means  where- 
of an  act  of 
bankruptcy  The  partnerships  became  indebted  to  their  banke:sni 

Jwmedlo       Messrs.  RidUy  and  Co.,  (who  were  also  Defendant^) 
have  been        to  the  extent  of  33,000/.,  which  was  secured  by  mo 
or  njiai  of  ^*  8^S^>  bonds  and  policies.    The  partners  did  not 

bankruptcy      amongst  themselves,  and  an  arranirement  was  niac3^ 

issue  against         i_  •  i 

the  Plaintiff:     which  appeared  to  have  been  brought  about  by 

Partners       bankers  tliemselves,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  was  to 
debted  to        from  the  two  firms  on  the  27th  of  April  1839;  and 
kwL^jf^   Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants  Hart,  Tulk  and 
between  them  entered  into  an  agreement,  by  which  it  was  stipuktes^^ 
should  retire     ^^^^  ^^^  partnerships  should  be  dissolved,  that  the 
that  the  asseu  nership  property  of  the  alkali  and  soap  works  shoulf 

should  be  ,  r\rir,.,    •,*.!  i  i  -rr    . 

transferred  to    be  transferred  to  Tiuk,  and  of  the  glass  works  to  Mart 

the  continuing  «that  all  accounts  and  reckonings  by  and  between  th«^^ 

partners,  who  .       .  . 

were  to  take  parties,  including  Banks,  should  be  considered  as  settled 

8eWes\hT*"  ^^^  adjusted ;  and  that  mutual  releases  should  be  given; 

partnership  that  the  continuing  parties  should  pay  off,  in  due  course, all 

that  the  joint  debts,  and  discharge  all  joint  liabilities  and  demands, 

bankep  actions,  suits  and  leffal  proceedinirs  airainst  the  firms  or 

should  release    .  /,         .  , 

the  retiring      ^"^  partners  or  any  of  them  m  respect  thereof,  as  the 

The  bankers  signed  a  memorandum  acceding  to  the  agreement,  and  having  after- 
wards attempted,  by  means  of  the  debt,  to  make  the  retiring  partner  a  biwknipt, 
they  were  restrained  from  so  doing  by  an  injunction. 
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q)peared  by  the  books  of  the  said  partnership,  or 
ia  such  cases  as  where  the  accounts  were  not  yet  de- 
livered: and  to  release  and  guarantee  the  Plainti£f 
thevefrom ;"  and  it  was  further  stipulated  as  follows :  — 
"ITie  bankers,  at  the  end  of  three  months  from  the 
dmJtf^  hereof,  to  release  the  said  AUwood  (the  Plain- 
tiSP)  firom  all  liability  on  account  of  the  debts  due  to 
thexn,  including  the  mortgages,  bonds  and  assignments 
oT  life  policies." 


ISS9. 


in 

of 
thi 

OS 


fissrs.  Ridley  and  Co.,  who  had  united  themselves 
usiness  with  a  district  bank,  assented  to  the  agree- 
t  of  the  27th  of  April  1 839,  and  one  of  the  partners 
'^lie  firm  of  Bidley  and  Co.  signed  a  memorandum 
^x-eon,  acceding  to  and  confirming  the  agreement  so  Jar 
^^iey  and  the  district  bank  were  concerned. 


SDiiierences  arose,  not  only  as  to  what  was  to  be  con- 

^id^red  partnership  property  to  be  transferred  to  the 

^^OK^tinoing  partners  under  this  agreement,  but  also  with 

'''aspect  to  the  partnership  liabilities,  and  in  September 

^^39  the  Plaintiff  filed   his  bill  for  the  specific  per- 

^^K'snance  of  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  April  1839. 

r 

In  the  month  of  November  following  the  bankers, 
^^tvritbstanding  their  assent  to  and  confirmation  of  the 
agreement,  took  proceedings  under  the  statute  for  the 
^^lition  of  imprisonment  tor  debt  (a),  to  make  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  copartners  bankrupts,  and  accordingly 
they  filed  an  affidavit  of  debt,  and  served  the  Plaintiff 
with  a  copy  of  the  affidavit  and  with  notice  requiring 
immediate  payment  of  such  debt.     The  effect  of  this 
^^  that  if  Plaintiff  did  not  within  twenty-one  days, 
P^y  <^Mr  secure  the  debt,  or  give  such  security  as  a  com- 
missioner 


II. 


{a)  1  &2  Vici.c.  110.  s.8, 

o 
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1839.  missioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  should  approve 
to  pay  or  render  himself  into  custody,  he  would  ba 
been  deemed  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankrupt 
on  the  22d  day  after  service.  In  consequence  of  tl 
the  Plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  the  banke 
the  district  bank  and  his  three  former  partners,  prayi 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  bankers  from  doing  a 
act,  &C.,  whereby  or  by  reason  or  means  whereof  t 
notices,  affidavits  and  other  proceedings  in  the  supp 
mental  bill  mentioned,  or  the  non-payment  of  the  del 
or  not  securing  the  same  might  be  or  be  brought  ft 
ward  against  the  Plaintiff  as  the  means'  or  proof,  or 
or  towards  the  proof,  of  his  having  committed  or  beii 
under  or  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
parliament  mentioned,  deemed  to  have  committed 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Pembertoriy  Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Simpson^  \ 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  bankers  having  concurred  in  and  confirmed  t 
agreement,  and  having  thereby  undertaken  to  relea 
the  Plaintiff  from  all  liability,  it  is  most  unequitable 
them  to  take  advantage  of  the  debt  whicH  they  ha 
agreed  to  release,  in  such  a  way  as  to  cause  the  Plaint 
to  be  made  a  bankrupt  thereon,  especially  as  on  t 
faith  of  the  agreement  the  Plaintiff  has  given  up  : 
right  to  the  partnership  assets,  out  of  which  the  pa 
ment  ought  to  be  made.  If  the  Plaintiff  does  not  fii 
security  for  the  whole  debt,  which,  from  its  grf 
amount,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  do,  then  by  t 
terms  of  the  act  of  parliament  he  will  be  consider 
to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  any  oth 
creditor  may  then  take  advantage  of  it;  the  Con 
of  Bankruptcy  would  then  have  no  jurisdiction  to  int( 
fere  and  prevent  a  commission  issuing  on  the  ground 

the 
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there  being  no  deb^  ex  parte  Lanchester  {a) ;  this  would  18S9* 
work  an  irreparable  injury  to  the  PiaintifF,  which  this 
Court  should  prevent  by  injunction.  That  it  has  juris- 
diction appears  from  the  cases  of  Beckford  v.  Kemble  {b\ 
where  the  Court  restrained  a  mortgagee  from  proceed- 
ing in  the  courts  in  Jamaica  to  a  foreclosure,  and  Gas^ 
coyne  V.  Chandler  (c),  where  an  injunction  was  granted  to 
restrain  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  set 
aside     a  will  contrary  to   an   agreement  between   the 


^Sjt.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Gordon,   contra,   contended 
that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appli- 
cation of  this  description,  and  that  no  instance  could  be 
adduced  of  this  Court  having  by  injunction  interfered 
with  the  issuing  of  a  commission  of  bankruptcy.     That 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  as  constituted  by  the  1  &  2 
^'  ♦•  c.  56.,  was  "  a  Court  of  law  and  equity,*'  (rf),  and 
^as  therefore  fully  capable  of  doing  justice  between  the 
P^iesy  and  of  taking  into  consideration  the  equitable 
pounds  of  objection  here  suggested  by  the  Plaintiff, 
^  if  there  appeared  to  be  no  debt  that  court  would 
interfere  and  prevent  an  adjudication,  as  in  the  case  of 
^  parte  Fletcker  (e). 

'^at  this  Court  would  not  restrain  proceedings  in 
•"bother  court  of  equity,  where  it  was  shown  that  the 
l^^i*  had  full  jurisdiction  and  the  means  of  doing 
J^'^^ce  between  the  parties.  ^TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
^ot  long  since  I  myself  had  occasion  to  grant  an  in- 
J^i^ion  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the  equity  exche- 
quer. 

f*)  17  Ves.5l2.,  and  I  Rote,         {d)  Sect.  1. 
^'  (tf)  2  Dea,  Sf  Ch,90,;  and  see 

(^)  1  &  4-  Siu.  7.  Ex  parte  Foster,  1  Roie,  49., and 

(^)  3  Swan.  418.91.  Ex  parte  Protton,  I  Rose,  259. 
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quer.(a)].  They  further  contended  that  there  appeared 
no  sufficient  consideration  for  the  agreement,  and  that 
the  bankers  were  justified  in  obtaining  security  for  their 
debt. 


Mr.  PembertoHy  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  undoubtedly  an  application  of  the  first  im- 
pression, and  it  must  necessarily  be  so,  because  the 
mode  of  proceeding  which  is  here  compliuned  of  was 
first  sanctioned  by  the  act  which  very  recently  passed 
for  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt  in  certain  cases. 


It  is  clear  that  the  agreement  which  seems  to  have 
been  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff  and  his  partners 
was  not,  of  itselQ  a  sufficient  protection  to  him,  because^ 
whatever  his  partners  might  agree  to,  they  could  not 
exonerate  him  from  the  demands  which  the  creditors  of 
the  concern  had  against  all  the  partners  individually, 
and  therefore  it  was,  that  before  this  agreement  could 
be  finally  concluded  application  was  made  to  the  bankers; 
they  quite  concurred  with  the  Plaintiff's  partners  in  the 
course  intended  to  be  pursued ;  and  they  signed  a  me- 
morandum indorsed  on  the  agreement  in jthese  words: 
—  *^  We  accede  to  and  confirm  this  arrangement,  so 
far  as  we  and  the  district  bank  is  concerned."  The 
bankers  having  confirmed  the  agreement,  it  then  ap- 
peared safe  enough  for  the  Plaintiff  to  act  upon  it ;  and 

he 


(a)  Boulter  v.  Boulter,  Rollsy 
7.  and  12.  Dec,  1858,  in  which, 
there  being  a  suit  in  this  Court 
involving  mortgaged  property,  a 
mortgagee  had  assented  to  a  sale; 
and  there  being  some  dehty  in 


the  proceedings,  he  afterwards 
filed  a  foreclosure  bill  id  the  Ex- 
chequer, which  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  after  argument,  restrained 
him  from  prosecuting. 
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be  thereupon  relinquished  the  possession  of  the  part-        18S9. 
^ership  property  to  the  continuing  partners  and  retired ; 
^f  Do  dispute  had  afterwards  arisen  among  the  partners 
^ere  would  probably  have  been  no  question  with  the 
l>ankers. 

It  appears,  however,  that  after  this  agreement  had 
oeen  signed  differences  arose  between  the  partners ;  and 
^   the  month  of  September  1839  the  Plaintiff  filed  hb 
^lil    for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  and 
oBerxng  of  course  to  do  every  thing  that  remained  on  his 
P&i^    to  be  done,  to  give  up  all  his  claim  to  the  partner- 
ship   property,  and  calling  on  the  continuing  partners 
^  exonerate  him  from  all  the  partnership  liabilities. 

*  Very  shortly  after  this  Messrs.  Ridley  and  Company 
^^^m  to  have  thought  that  they  might  act  just  as  if  they 
*^^d  never  confirmed  this  agreement  between  the  part- 
^^1^  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  treat  Mr.  Attwood 
^s  their  creditor,  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  had  never 
^S^^^ed  to  exonerate  him  and  to  accept  the  liability  of 
™^  continuing  partners.     Accordingly  they  take  these 
Proceedings  against  him  with  a  view  of  making  or  pro- 
faring  Mr.  Attwood  to  be  made  a  bankrupt,  upon  the 
'^^^ing  of  the  debt  comprised  in  the  agreement  which 
^^  bad  confirmed,  and  by  which  the  other  partners 
%^ed  to  exonerate  him ;  the  consequence  was  that  this 
^^Pplemental  bill  was  filed,  praying  that  they  might  be 
^strained  from  that  course  of  proceeding.     To  this  bill, 
^^  bankers  and  Mr.  Tulk  and  Mr.  Batiks^  who  were  part- 
^^•^  and  Mr.  Hart,  a  partner  with  Mr.  Attwood  in  the 
other  firm,  were  made  parties :  they  have  filed  demurrers, 
^^d  demurrers  have  been  filed  on  the  part  of  persons 
^^resenting  the  district  bank.     I  do  not,  however,  think 
^H  these  demurrers  can  be  sustained  for  want  of  equity, 
^^  on  the  ground  of  multifariousness,  or  on  any  ground 

whatever, 
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1839.  whatever,  unless  they  can  be  sustained  upon  this,  that 
this  Court  hns  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere.  I  think  the 
whole  statement  of  the  facts  shews  that  an  unjust  attempt 
is  made  to  use  that  debt  in  violation  of  the  agreement ; 
and,  therefore,  the  motion,  as  well  as  the  demurrers, 
depends  on  the  single  question  whether  this  Court  has 
jurisdiction. 

When  new  modes  of  proceeding  are  introduced  into 
courts  of  justice,  it  usually  happens  that  attempts  are 
made  to  take  advantage  of  them  and  to  apply  them  in 
a  way  very  different  from  what  was  intended ;  in  short, 
a  new  weapon,  —  a  new  power  is  put  into  (he  hands 
of  persons  who,  when  they  find  they  can  do  so,  are 
inclined  to  make  an  improper  use  of  it.  Every  attempt  ol 
that  sort  must  necessarily  give  rise  to  an  application  ol 
the  first  impression  in  courts  of  equity ;  fortunately,  how- 
ever,  courts  of  equity  act  on  general  principles,  and  il 
they  find  parties  taking  an  unfair  advantage  of  such  new 
proceedings,  this  Court  will  interpose  the  jurisdiction 
which  it  undoubtedly  possesses,  and  prevent  that  uncon- 
scionable mode  of  proceeding. 

Here  the  bankers  have  agreed  to  accept  other  persons 
as  their  debtors,  and  by  that  agreement  the  Plaintiff  has 
been  induced  to  give  up  his  share  in  the  partnership 
property,  and  to  transfer  it  to  the  separate  possession  ol 
those  who  were  to  sustain  the  liability :  in  short,  he  has 
been  induced  by  the  act  of  the  bankers  themselves  to 
denude  himself  of .  the  means  of  payment,  and 'to  place 
those  very  means  in  other  hands.  Is  it  not  against  con- 
science for  those  who  have  induced  him  to  do  so  to 
proceed  against  him  in  that  unprotected  state,  and  to 
demand  against  him  the  same  right  as  if  they  had  never 
caused  him  to  adopt  that  course  of  proceeding  ?  I  can- 
not doubt  but  that  this  is  an  unequitable  proceeding.    It 

is 
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is  s2t  id,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  this        18S9. 
rt  ought  not  to  exercise  a  jurisdiction,  because  the 
It  of  Bankruptcy  has  jurisdiction.     I  was  much  sur- 
at  the  way  in  which  that  argument  was  conducted. 
it:  ^^^eais  to  be  conceded,  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
ua    tih^e  present  state  of  things,  has  no  power  whatever  to 
"^^^X'fere;  the  only  thing  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  can 
^<^9    is  to  determine  the  security  to  be  given  for  answer- 
^^^S   cuiy  sum  which  may  be  recovered  in  an  action  :  the 
^^^^i^xt  of  Bankruptcy  has  not,  in  the  present  state  of 
^^■^^^s,  any  jurisdiction  beyond  that.     But  then  it  is 
"  Let  this  matter  go  on,  —  let  these  parties  pro- 
's—  let    them  avail  themselves   of  this   particular 
from  which  they  agreed  to  exonerate  the  Plaintiff, 
*^^    *a.r  as  to  sue  out  a  Jlat  in  bankruptcy,  and  then  the 
^^^■^ir^TOissioners  will  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  whe- 
^^«"    there  is  a  valid, or  sufficient  petitioning  creditor's 
"^l^t^**     True,  that  after  ihejiat  is  issued  they  may  have 
P^^'^'V'^r  to  consider  as  to  the  validity  of  the  debt ;  but  is 
^^^-1:  a  reason  why  the  parties  should  be  allowed  to  pro- 
*^^^^  on  this  debt  so  far  as  to  sue  out  the^t?   I  concur 
*^    ^he  other  argument  which  .has  been  used,  that  there 
'^^^^r  was  an  instance  of  an  application  of  this  kind 
*^^^ore ;  there  could  not  have  been  such  a  thing  before 
^^   a.n  application  to  a  court  of  equity  to  prevent  a  party 
^^^igout  SL^t  in  bankruptcy,  nor  do  I  think  any  in- 
J^*^otionfor  that  purpose  could  be  granted.     The  only 
^^^stion  is,  whether  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  say  that 
^^3e  parties,  having  entered  into  this  agreement  with 
""^^I^ect  to  this  particular  debt,  are  afterwards  entitled 
Vise  it  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  take  out  a 
J^^     of  bankruptcy   against   the   Plaintiff.     I  have  no 
**^Ubt  in  my  mind  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to 
interfere;  if  there  is  any  difficulty  it  is  in  framing  the 
P^^icular  order.     The  words  ought  to  be,  to  the  effect 
^*^  ^Restraining  the  parties  from  adopting  any  proceeding 

whereby, 
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whereby,  or  in  consequence  whereof,  Mr.  Attwood  m 
be  deemed  under  the  provisions  of  thatactof  parliame 
to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  not  givicm 
security  for  this  particular  debt :  that  is  the  only  pr 
tection  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to.  If  the  proceedi 
which  has  already  taken  place  is  to  be  deemed  an  act  « 
bankruptcy  to  support  difiat  issued  by  any  other  perso  v 
I  cannot  protect  the  plaintiff  from  it  As  to  the  c3» 
murrersy  they  must  be  overruled. 


EXTRACT   OF   ORDER. 

Injunction  against  Sir  M.  W.  Ridley  and  Co.,  "  to  restrain  the 
and  their  agents  from  taking  or  prosecuting  any  proceeding,  or  doii 
any  act  by  means  or  in  consequence  whereof  an  act  of  bankrupi 
may  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed,  or  Vijiat  of  bankruptcy 
be  issued  against  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  debt  *'  in  the  bi 
mentioned,  until  further  order. 


REPORTS 


or 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ^^^^ 


IN 


THE  ROLLS  COURT. 


T 


BAMFORD  V.  WATTS.  „  i8<«>' 

March  30,31. 

3IIS  was  a  petition  for  payment  out  of  Court,  in  Where  r  party 

discharffe  of  debts  of  the  testator,  of  funds  which  "  served  with 
,  J  «      ,  ,        ,      ^  1  *  petition  or 

^  the  produce  of  sales  under  the  Court :  the  money  notice  of 

been  paid  into  court  by  the  purchaser,  but  the  pur-  "ot^^und  to 

**^€  had  not  been  completed.  takejipon 

himself  the 
..^^^  responsibility 

»        -TTie  solicitors  of  the  purchaser  before  the  petition  °(^*^*^*?? 

«    ^    been  presented,  had  stated  that  they  had  no  objec-  interest  in  the 

^^    to  the  purchase-money  being  paid  out ;  and  that  ™^"er  >«  such 

^^^  would  not  oppose  any  application  made  by  the  unnecessary 

^^ tutiff  for  that  purpose.    After  the  service  of  the  peti-  ^^^^l^.  ^^^^ 

.  ^^  on  them,  they  stated  that  it  was  their  intention  to  he  will  not  be 

^^fuct  counsel  to  appear  on  the  petition,  whereupon  the  costs  of 

^Q  his  appear- 
ance, on  the 
ground  that  he  is  not  interested  in  the  matter. 
^  promise  by  a  party  to  make  no  opposiuon  to  an  application  intended  to  be 
^^e  by  another  is  not,  of  itself,  a  sufBcient  ground  for  refusing  him  the  costs  of  his 
^l*pearance. 

Vol.  II.  P 


^ 


Watts. 
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■  <^ 
1840.        the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  ^<  remonstrated  against  their  so         \  ^^ 

^^^^^"^     doing,  and  expressly  stated  to  them,  that  if  they  did  ap- 

«•  pear  upon  the  petition,  it  would  only  be  at  their  own 

expense,  as  there  was  no  reason  for  their  doing  so.** 

At  the  hearing  of  the  petition, 

Mr.  Faber  appeared  for  the  purchaser  and  made  nc 
opposition,  but  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  purchaser* 
appearance. 

Mr.  Stintofiy  contra^  for  the  petitioner,  contended  th 
the  purchaser  oughtto  be  at  the  expense  of  the 
ance  as  it  was  quite  unnecessary,  for  having  express! 
stated  that  no  opposition  was  mtended,  the  purch 
had  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  matter  of  the  motioi 
that  he  ought  not  to  have  appeared,  but  should  ha 
allowed  the  prayer  of  the  petition  to  have  been  gran 
on  affidavit  of  service. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  rule  of  the  court  on  this  point  has  varied  (a) :  SK:  '-*^ 
Thomas  Plumer  said  that  he  would  not  allow  the  costs 
an  appearance  where  the  party,  though  served,  was  di 
interested  in  the  matter,  and  he  acted  on  that  opinio! 
The  rule,  however,  has  been  very  different  since  hi 
time,  and  it  has  been  considered  that  where  a  party 
served  with  a  petition  or  notice  of  motion  he  is  n< 
bound  to  take  upon  himself  the  responsibility  of  d( 
ciding  whether  his  interest  in  the  matter  is  such 
to  render  it  unnecessary  for  him  to  appear ;  instance^^ 
have  occurred  where  parties  have  been  greatly  preju-* 
diced   by  their  solicitors  taking  upon  themselves   that 

responsibility. 

(a)  See  Templeman  v.   War^      1  Jm,  4"   W.  577.;    Gmrey  v. 
rington  and  Heneagc  v.  Aikinp      WhiUingham,  1  Tunu  4*  fi*  405. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

sibility.  The  rule  of  Sir  T.  Plumer  has  been  de- 
Trom,  and  it  is  now  settled  that  where  a  party  is 
with  a  petition  or  motion,  and  he  appears  and 
no  opposition,  he  will  notwithstanding  be  con- 
as  entitled  to  appear,  and  if  there  has  been  no 
IT  conduct  on  his  part  to  have  the  costs  of  his 
nee. 


SOS 


1840. 


lis  case  it  is  said  that  the  purchaser  did  not  in- 
make  any  opposition  to  the  application,  which,  it 
observed,  is  very  different  from  saying  he  would 
2ar;  although  he  said  he  would  make  no  opposi- 
b  he  expressly  stated  his  intention  to  appear. 

st,  therefore,  read  over  the  affidavits,  the  only 

r  me  to  consider  being,  whether  there  are  any 

to   make  this    an  exception  to  the  general 


ilASTER  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  read  the  affi« 
nd  though  he  did  not  approve  of  the  conduct  of 
baser,  yet  that  the  facts  were  not  strong  enough 
^e  him  of  his  costs. 


3lardl«l. 


P  2 
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1840. 


March  9. 


HOLDEN  and  MELLERSH  v.  KYNASl 


Where  a  debt 
is  claimed  or 
a  demand 
made  in  a 
suit,  and  the 
Defendant, 
admitting  his 
liability,  offers 
to  pay  the 
debt  or  com- 
ply with  the 
demand  and  to 
put  the  Plain- 
tiffin  the  same 
situation  as  he 
would  have 
been  in  if  the 
liability  had 
been  satisfied 
without  suit, 
the  Court,  on 
roo.tion,  will 
stay  all  further 
proceedings. 

Proceedings 
in  a  creditors 
suit  stayed  as 
against  some 
Defendants  on 
payment  of 
one  of  the 
Plaintiffs' 
debts,  on 
which  alone 
the  Defend- 
ants applying 
were  liable, 
and,  under 
very  special 
circumstances, 
without  costs. 


T^HE  intestate  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff 
-*•  in  the  sum  of  150/.,  which  was  secured  by  t 
and  several  promissory  note  of  the  intestate  anc 
Defendants  Davis  and  C/iannelL  He  was  also  i 
to  the  Plaintiff  Mellersk  upon  another  promisso 
on  which  Bridges,  another  Defendant,  was  jointl 

After  the  intestate's  death  Holden  and  MeUe 
this  bill,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  tl 
tors  of  the  intestate,  for  the  administration  of  hi 
to  this  bill  the  administrator  of  the  intestate,  an< 
Channcll  and  Bridges^  were  made  Defendants. 

No  demand  had  been  made  previous  to  the  in 
of  the  suit  on  Davis  and  Channell  for  paymen 
amount  due  on  their  promissory  note,  and  shoi 
the  bill  had  been  filed,  and  before  Davis  and 
had  appeared,  an  offer  of  payment  had  been  i 
them,  which  was  refused;  on  the  10th  of  < 
1840,  an  offer  was  also  made  to  pay  the  amoi 
costs,  which  not  being  accepted,  notice  of  mot 
given  on  the  28th  of  January^  by  Davis  and  ( 
that  upon  payment  by  them  to  the  Plaintiff  R 
the  sum  of  150/.  and  interest,  the  bill  might 
missed  as  against  them. 

Pending  the  proceedings  in  this  suit  a  dec 
been  obtained  in  another  creditor's  suit  for  the 
stration  of   the   intestate's   estate,    in   which, 
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stat:^^cl)  a  part  of  the  testator's  assets  had  been  paid  into       1840. 


H0IJ)KN 

V, 

>.  BethelU  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  Pmbcrtoti    ^^^^"^^' 
V.    Z£Jopham  (a). 

3Vdr.  Pembertofif  contra.  The  motion  is  irregular^ 
aslcing  on  the  part  of  some  of  several  Defendants  that 
the  bill  may  be  dismissed;  at  the  utmost,  proceedings 
alone  can  be  stayed.  There  will  be  difficulty  too  in 
discharging  one  of  the  debts  on  which  the  suit  is  founded; 
l>esides  which  the  representatives  of  the  intestate,  who 
aj^e  jointly  liable  with  Davis  and  Channell^  are  not  pre-* 

sent,  and  regard  must  be  had  to  the  equities  between 

the  three  persons  jointly  liable. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  suit,  so  &r  as  it  related  to  the  administration  of 
the  estate  of  the  intestate  and  to  obtaining  payment  out 
of  the  assets,  seems  to  have  been  properly  enough  insti- 
tuted, at  least  there  is  nothing  now  before  the  Court  in 
any  way  to  impeach  it 

The  two  Defendants,  on  whose  behalf  the  present 
motion  is  made,  having,  before  they  had  appeared,  heard 
that  they  had  been  made  parties  to  the  suit  and  know- 
ing themselves  to  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  this  debt, 
made  an  offer  to  the  Plaintiff  to  discharge  it  Nothing 
<^ulcl  be  more  proper  than  that  proceeding, — it  is  cer- 
tainly one  which  is  in  every  way  to  be  encouraged.  The 
^er  Was  made,  but  was  not  accepted.  There  might 
nave  been  some  reason  for  hesitating  in  accepting  the 

offer, 

{a)  1  P^mm,  316. 
P  S 
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1840. 


HOLDEN 

V, 

Ktnaston. 


offer,  since  it  was  a  proposal  to  pay  one  of  the  two  debts 
upon  which  the  suit  was  brought,  and  it  was  made  by 
two  parties  in  the  absence  of  the  third,  who  was  jointly 
liable;  hence  there  might  have  been  some  ground 
for  enquiry  and  consideration  before  that  offer  was  ac- 
cepted; but  with  regard  to  the  equities  between  the 
parties,  I  do  not  see  that  the  Plaintiff  had  any  reason 
to  trouble  himself  about  them. 


This  offer  being  refused,  these  Defendants  make  this 
application  to  the  Court  upon  the  subject  I  confess  I 
think  that  where  a  debt  is  claimed  or  demand  made  ^ 
in  a  suit,  and  the  Defendant,  admitting  his  liability,^ 
offers  to  pay  the  debt  or  comply  with  the  demand,  andM 
to  put  the  Plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  as  he  would  havi 
been  in  if  that  liability  had  been  satisfied  without  a  sui 
it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  this  Court  to  put  a  stopc^ 
to  any  further  proceedings ;  and  I  shall  never  hesitate^-^ 
unless  I  am  controlled  by  higher  authority,  to  com-"^ 
ply  with  an  application  of  that  sort.  The  questioiczi 
which  I  have  now  to  consider  here  is,  how  the  par—" 
ties  are  to  be  put  in  the  same  situation,  or  as  nearl}^ 
as  may  be  in  the  same  situation.  It  seems  that  whilsr  ^ 
these  proceedings  have  been  going  on  another  suit  ha^u 
been  instituted,  and  a  decree  obtained  for  the  sam^ 
purpose.  Now  if  this  suit  was  rightly  instituted,  vfbichM 
I  think  was  the  case,  and  yet  as  against  the  defendantSi^ 
who  now  make  the  application  it  ought  to  be  stopped.  M 
then,  although  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Defendants 
pay  the  costs,  because  in  the  first  instance  they  wer 
ready  to  perform  their  duty,  yet  as  one  of  the  Plaintifi^^ 
has  still  a  demand  unsatisfied,  and  will  be  obliged  to 
in  in  the  other  suit,  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  in  thi 
suit  ought  to  be  satisfied  in  the  other. 
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What  I  conceive  to  be  the  justice  between  these  par- 
ties is,  that  the  Defendants  should  pay  to  the  Plaintiff, 
U)  whom  the  debt  is  owing,  the  amount  due  to  him ;  that 
the  proceedings  in  this  cause  should  be  altogether  stayed; 
that  the  Plaintiff  whose  demand  is  unsatisfied  should  be 
^owed  to  go  in  under  the  decree  in  the  other  suit ;  and 
Aat  the  costs  of  thb  cause  which  have  been  hitherto 
/ncurred  should  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  realised  in  the 
other  suit.     I  think,  also,  that  the  costs  of  this  motion 
should  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  be  added  to  those 
costs  of  the  suit,  and  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  in  the  other 
suit.     [Mr.  Pemberton.     The  costs  of  this  motion  are 
not  asked  in  the  notice.]    My  opinion  is,  that  your  client 
ought  to  be  saved  from  any  costs  properly  incurred 
u^    this  suit,  but  I  cannot  direct  the  parties  making  this 
Application  to  pay  them.    If  I  cannot  make  any  general 
oi'der,  what  I  must  order  is  this,  that  the  sum  due  be 
paid,  and  that  all  further  proceedings  in  this  cause  be 
stayed  as  against  these  Defendants,  {a) 


1840. 


H OLDEN 

V, 

KyN  ASTON. 


(«)  The  order  as  drawn  up  merely  ordered  the  Defendants  to 

V^y  within  ten  days  to  Holden,  and  that  Uolden  should  accept  the 

1 50l.  and  interest ;  and  upon  such  payment  all  further  proceedings 

in  thU  suit  against  Dam  and  ChatmeU  be  stayed.    Nothing  was  said 

>M  to  costs. 
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1840. 


Jail.  23.  WEDDERBURN  w.  WEDDERBURN. 

After  decree     fTlHIS  suit    was    instituted  by  persons  beneficially 
jurisdiction,  at  entitled  to  the  estate  oi  David  Webster j  against  his 

the  instance  of  surviving  partners  and  persons  who  had  succeeded  them 
to  enjoin  the     in  the  business,  and  it  sought  to  participate  in  the  profits 

plaintiff  from  ^hJch  had  been  made  in  the  partnership  business,  from 
proceeding  in  r  r  ' 

another  court  the  death  of  David  Webster  in  1801  to  the  present 
'^r^°^    time- 

the  same 
matter. 

here  thePlain-  '^®  ^^^^  ^^  heard  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  a 
tiff  cannot,        decree  was  then  made  for  the  plaintiffs  (a\  which  was 

exceot  bv 

leave  of  the      afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  appeal,  (b) 

Court,  pro- 
ceed in  an- 
other court  in        While  the  parties  were  taking  the  necessaiy  accounts 

If^f^.i.o'fri!?®    under  the  decree  in  the  Master's  office,  the  Plaintiffs 

same  maLLcr, 

even  though  commenced  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Session  in  Sw- 
ings anemerefj  to«^  against  several  of  the  Defendants,  who  had  herit- 
auxiiiary.  able  property  there ;  the  object  of  which  was  to  obtain 

the  Scotch  process  of  inhibition  and  arrestment^  by  which, 
as  was  stated,  in  a  very  early  stage  of  a  suit,  the  pursue 
acquires  a  lien  upon  all  the  heritable  property  of  th 
Defendant  for  whatever  he  may  eventually  recover ;  an 
the  process  being  recorded  operates  as  notice  to  at 
future  purchasers  and  mortgagees,  so  that  in  effect  th 
Defendant,  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is 
strained  from  dealing  with  his  property. 

The  Scotch  summons  stated  the  partnership,  and  th 
different  circumstances  mentioned  in  this  suit,  and  th 
proceedings  and   decree  therein;    it  also    stated   tha 

th 

(tf)  2  Keen,  722.  {b)  4  Myine^^  C.  41. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  209 

the  share  of  profits  belonging  to  the  estate  of  David       1840. 

Webster  from  1801  to  1837  amounted  to  462,076/.;  ^^^^^^^"^^ 

.     Weddebiuek 
and  it  shewed  clearly  that  the   proceedings  were  m  v. 

respect  of  the  same  demands  as  were  the  subject  of  the  Wbddbrbubn. 
suit  here.  t 

It  was  now  moved  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  pro- 
5ec7uting  the  suits  or  actions  in  Scotland^  or  any  other 
siMits  or  actions. 


T.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Cdvilej  for  the  motion. 


will  be  objected  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifi^,  that 
thi.^     ^s  a  motion  for  an  injunction  made  on  the  part  of 
th^    ^Defendants;  and  that,  on  the  authority  oi Brown  v. 
I^^e'zm^^2U{a)f  such  an  application  is  not  regular.   There  are, 
hc>^^w^^ver,  many  authorities  which  shew  that  the  Court  will 
an  injunction  against  a  Plaintiff,  where  the  circum- 
^es  are  such  as  to  render  such  a  step  proper,  and 
sially  after  decree ;  Mocker  v.  Reed  (i),  Wikoti  v. 
T^^^^^erherd  {c\  Booth  v.  Leycester  (d),  Edgecumbe  v.  Car^ 
{e) ;  in  addition  to  this,  the  decree  here  is  for  an  ac- 
which  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  Defendants,  who 
tt^^i^  become  active  parties  in  the  suit.     The  only  ques- 
^^-^^^^   is,  whether  this  is  or  is  not  a  prop^  case  for  the  in- 
^^T^osition  of  the  Court.     It  is  an  established  rule  that  a 
^W'intiff  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  proceedings  in  this 
^Tid  another  court  at  the  same  time  for  the  same  demand, 
.  ^'^d  it  matters  not  whether  the  other  court  be  English  or 
foreign ;  Pieters  v.  Thompson  (g),  in  which  a  Plaintiff  was 
suing  in  this  Court,  and  in  one  of  the  judiciary  courts 

at 

(a)  S  Mylme  j*  C.  558.  {d)  1  Keen,  579^  and  S  Mylne 

(b)  1  Balk  if  B.  318.  4*  C.  459. 
(e)  2  Mer.  406.  {e)  1  Beavan,  171. 

(g)  Cooper,  294* 
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1840.        at  Amsterdam.     Before  decree,  a  Defendant  bas  an  easy 

, '^^^V*^     remedy ;  he  may  obtain  an  order  that  the  Plaintiff  may 
Wedderbubn  .  . 

o.  be  put  to  his  election  (a),  which  order  stays  proceed- 

WiDDEBBUBK.  j^gg  j^j  jj^jjj  gQurts  (b)  \  but  after  decree,  a  Defendant  of 
•  necessity  loses  the  benefit  of  this  order,  because  the 
Plaintiff  has  already  made  his  election,  and  the  decree 
has  already  decided  the  question  between  the  parties; 
the  Plaintiff  can  then  carry  his  case  to  another  tribunal 
only,  by  special  leave  of  the  Court,  first  obtained  for 
that  purpose. 

There  is  distinct  authority  for  this  application  ic^: 
Mocher  v.  Reed.  There,  after  a  decree  for  an  account  ^ 
the  Plaintiff  proceeding  at  law  for  the  same  matter, 
at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  restrained  by  injunc 
tion ;  Lord  Manners  observing,  "  After  the  Plainti^: 
has  obtained  a  decree  to  account,  he  is  not  at  liberty  ^  ^ 
dismiss  the  bill ;  having  got  the  relief  he  prayed,  his  eh 
tion  is  made,  and  he  cannot  afterwards  proceed  at  la^ 
besides,  how  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  ends  of  justi< 
it  would  be  to  permit  him  to  proceed  in  this  Court  ai 

at  law  at  the  same  time  for  the  same  demand ;  for  tl : 

jury  may  find  a  verdict  one  way,  and  the  Master  make 
report  a  different  way,  which  would  occasion  such 
clashing  of  jurisdiction  as  never  could  be  endured." 

• 

This  course  was  followed  in   Wilson  v.  Wetherh 
After  a  decree  to  account,  an  injunction  was  granted, 
the  application  of  the  Defendant,  to  restrain  the  Plain 
from  proceeding  at  law  in  an  action  commenced  by  hi 
pending  the  suit  in  equity. 


The  same  principle  was  acted  on  in  jthis  Court,  in 

V.  Leycester^  which  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Lo 

Chancello 

(a)  See  l8t  General  Order  (9th         (3)  See    Carwkk    t.    Yo\ 
May  1839),  1  Bea9an  ix.  2  Swan.  243. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  Ill 

ncellor;  and  there  the  Plaintiff  was  restrained  from        18.40. 
»«cuting  proceedings  against  the  Defendant  in  Ireland,  w'^^^^'^ 


Harrison  v.  Gumey  (a).    The  latter  case  and  Lord  «. 

Arlington  v.  Soulby  (i),  and  Bunbury  v.  Btmbwy  (c)  Widdemwii. 


that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  restrain  proceed- 
in^^ar^    in  a  foreign  court. 


e  proceedings  in  Scotland  are  founded  on  a  false 
^sentation  of  what  has  taken  place  here :  they  r^re- 
A  large  sum  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiff;  whereas,  under 
a  c3  ^^cree  for  an  account,  it  cannot  be  known  on  which 
sic3^     a  balance  will  be  found  due,  until  the  accounts  have 

taken  and  the  Master's  report  confirmed. 


le  proceeding  itself  is  extremely  harsh  towards  the 
I^^i^^ndant,  as  by  the  process  of  inhibition  he  is  pre- 

from  dealing  with  his  property  pending  the  suit, 

mere  allegation  of  a  claim  for  an  unliquidated 

mant.     If  the  Plaintiff  thinks  fit  to  carry  his  case  to 

^^^^^^4ind^  it  ought  to  be  decided  there  altogether ;  and 

^"^     '^hole  case  might  then  be  determined  according  to 

^*^^  ^Scotch  law;  the  Defendants  might  then,  perhaps,  avail 

^*^^*^:iselves  of  defences  under  the  Scotch  law  which  they 

have  the  benefit  of  in  this  country. 


^^  the  6  G.  4.  c.  120.  5.  2.,  which  regulates  the  form 

^^  S>xx>ceedings  in  Scotland,  the  Defendant  is  obliged  to 

'^^^^^g  in  all  his  defences  together ;  he  cannot  demur  or 

P*^^^  so  as  to  bring  the  case  to  a  single  issue.     In  a 

^^s«  of  this  magnitude,  where  all  the  documents  are  in 

^  l^Iaster's  office,  it  would  be  attended  with  the  greatest 

iticotivenience  and  oppression  ff  the  Defendants  were 

ccy^Apelled  to  make  their  defence  in  Scotland,  where  the 

deC^nce  of  lis  alibi  pendens  would  prevail,  but  could 

not 

(a)  1  Jacob  4r  W.  563,  (c)  I  Beavan^  318. 

(b)  3  AfyL  St  K.  104. 
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^^^2Lj     ^^^ ^  raised,  except  at  an  enormous  and  us 
Weodebbobn   pcnse. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Koe^  contra. 

In  Wilson  v.  Wetherherd^  Sir  William  Grant  c 
doubts  as  to  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Modier 
and  the  recent  case  of  Brawn  v.  Newally  whei 
authorities  were  examined^  concludes  this  poii 
is  not  competent  to  a  Defendant  to  take  active 
ings  against  a  Plaintiff  so  as  to  obtain  an  advei 
against  him,  unless  he  file  a  cross  bill  for  that 
There  are  cases,  it  is  true,  where  the  Court  has 
indirectly  to  make  an  adverse  order  against  a  P 
the  instance  of  a  Defendant ;  but  it  always  r< 
the  jurisdiction  to  do  it  direcdy.  [The  Mast 
Rolls.  The  Court  has  certainly  shewn  some  a 
in  making  such  orders ;  a  case  of  that  descri[ 
lately  before  me.  (a)]  The  objections  to  the  I 
proceedings  in  Scotland  are,  first,  the  double  ^ 
and,  secondly,  that  there  may  be  inconsistent  d 
and  it  is  to  be  seen  whether  the  proceedings  h( 
are  open  to  these  objections. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  this  Court,  bee 
principal  parties  are  resident  here,  and  the  b 
here,  and  the  transactions  of  the  partnership  wer 
on  here,  consequently  in  this  country  alone  caj 
counts  be  taken ;  but  the  propeity  out  of  whicl 
mands  of  the  Plaintiff  are  to  be  satisfied  happi 
in  Scotland.  By  the  law  of  Scotland^  the  Plaini 
the  power  of  securing  what  may  ultimately  be  fc 
to  them;  and  for  that  purpose,  and  for  that  purp 
are  these  proceedings  taken  in  Scotland,  The 
ings  are  not  to  establish  the  same  demand,  but  i 

(a)  Shepherd  ?.  Morris^  1  Beavan^  175. 


Wedderbubn. 
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liary  and  in  aid  of  the  decree  here,  and  only  to  secure        1840. 
A^  demands  which  may  be  established  in  this  country ;  ^^^^^^^^ 
'leither,  therefore,  are  the  proceedings  for  the  same  pur-  ^        v, 
pose^  nor  can  there  be  conflicting  decisions*    On  what 
ground  is  the  Scotch  property  to  be  withdrawn  from  the 
claims  of  the  PlaintifiFs  ?    This  Court  has  not  the  power 
^f  reaching  the  Scotch  property,  and  therefore,  of  neces* 
sity,  the  Plaintiffs  must  proceed  in  Scotland.    Besides,  it 
IS   most  important  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  commence 
proceedings  there,  in  order  to  prevent  prescription  run- 
iiitig  against  them,  by  which  their  claims  against  the 
property  of  their  debtors  will  be  wholly  defeated. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply) 
SAid,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  the  present  state  of 
circumstances,  I  ought  to  grant  this  application.     The 
cases  which  have   been  cited  of  Mocher  v.  Reed  and 
^^ilson  V.  JVetherherdy  and  the  case  of  Booth  v.  Ley^ 
cesteTf  as  it  was  decided  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (I  say- 
nothing  of  tlie  other  cases),  sufficiently  determine  that 
the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  inte^;fere  in  a  case  of  this 
nature;   and  it  is  therefore  reduced  to  this  question, 
'whether  this  is  a  proper  case  in  which  to  exercise  that 
jurisdiction?     I  do  not  mean  to  express  any  opinion 
whatever  upon  certain  very  important  points  which  have 
*^«n  raised  here,  — I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  a  Plaintiff 
^^n  in  no  case,  pending  proceeding  under  a  decree,  be 
pernaitted  to  pursue  any  auxiliary  remedy  in  a  foreign 
Country,  —  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  he  cannot  avail 
"^^aiself  in  any  case  of  the  proceedings  which  may  be 
*^^pted  in  a  foreign  country,  for  the  purpose  of  at- 
^ching  the    property  of  his  debtor,  or  of  obtaining 
purity  there;  n^  do  I  say  that,  pending  proceed- 
^'^gs   in  the  Master's  office,  he  may  not  in  any  case 
"^  permitted  to  adopt  proceedings  in  a  foreign  country, 

^"^^  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  prescription  running 

there, 
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1840.        there^  which  would  deprive  him  of  every  remedy  in 

^^*'**^^^     that  country.     There  may,  I  conceive,  be  special  cir- 

V,  cumstances  under  which  a  party  may  be  at  liber^  to 

poses ;  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  a  party  ought 
first  to  apply  to  this  Court  for  leave  to  adopt  such  pro- 
ceedings, if  special  circumstances  do  exist,  as  if  the  De* 
fendants  have  no  available  property  in  this  country^  or 
the  Defendants  in  this  country  are  insolvent,  or,  in  short, 
if  there  are  other  reasons  why  the  remedy  should  be 
pursued  in  another  country.  When  these  reasons  are 
stated,  the  Court  will  judge  of  them,  but  the  rule  of 
the  Court  is,  that  there  is  not  to  be  a  double  investiga- 
tion of  the  same  matter  upon  which  the  Court  is  to  ad- 
judicate. Without  saying  more  upon  the  merits,  I  think, 
that  I  ought  to  grant  the  present  application,  without 
prejudice,  however,  to  any  special  application  which, 
upon  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  warranting  such 
proceedings,  may  be  made  by  the  PlaintifTs,  for  leave 
to  adopt  such  proceedings,  or  to  prosecute  such  suits  in 
Scotland  as  they  may  be  advised  are  proper  and  neces- 
sary  for  them. 

I  think  that,  at  present,  this  application  ought  to  be 
granted,  with  costs. 


March  4th,  1 840.  On  appeal,  the  Lord  Chancellor  affirmed  the 
principle  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  but,  on  application 
being  then  made  by  the  Plaintiffs,  his  Lordship  gave  leave  to  the 
Plaintiffs  to  proceed  in  Scotland,  so  far  only  as  might  be  necessary 
to  obtain  security  for  what  might  be  found  due  in  this  suit. 
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1840. 


MARTIN  V.  DRINKWATER.  Fa.  26. 

TH'E  question  was,  whether  two  annuities  given  by  ^  tcsutor  bc- 
*  M,      n    .  1        ,        .  Queathed  to 

^*-ie  will  of  the  testator  were,  under  the  circum-  Mn.L,PUnev 

,  cumulative  or  substitutional.  ^ScSrSwe 

half-yearly,  for 
her  separate 
It:  appeared  that  the  testator  F.  P.  Martin^  by  his  will,  use.  He  after- 
dated    ^he  16th  of  August  1816,  bequeathed  as  follows:  Jli^Jherarein 
"  ^N^o'*^,  Mrt.  Jbne  "  I   give    to    Mrs.  Louisa  Pitney^   ^  opposite  this 

guin^tT^^r  MDum,  MarchmoHt  Street^  Brunswick  Square^  «l3ow,Mi7.7: 
in  ^.^[^••^■^■^w^   Pfy-  one  annuity   or  clear  yearly  sum  of  ^''''y>  <>"«  . 

saents.  ^i^   2)tfc  '^  J        J  hundred  gui- 

18^^*  150/.,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  neasper 

fiam^    in  the  Imperial  annuities^  and  the  house  which  I  ments."   Mrs. 
gftve    to  her  some  time  ago),  which  annuity  of  150/.  I  marriecfaMr. 

direct    shall  be  paid  to  her  half-yearly^  the  first  half-  ^^'^ih  pnor  to 
"I  the  date  of 

yearly  payment  thereof  to  commence  and  be  made  at  the  will : 
the  end  of  six  calendar  months  next  after  my  decease*  5®  '  '^^^^ 

1  ^  ^  the  annuities 

and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  debts,  control,  or  engage-  were  substi- 

°^«^ts    of  any  husband,  but  shall  be  paid  into  her  own  [haS'l^'* 

hands  for  her  separate  use,  or  to  such  person  or  persons  g^'ee  was  en- 

as  she  shall,  by  writing  under  her  hand,  appoint  to  re-  annuity  of 

ccive  the  same  ;  and  her  receipts  alone,  notwithstandini;  jjoo^  guineas 
lipr  ^  1  .        ^    1  °  for  her  se- 

"cr  Coverture,  or  the  receipts  of  the  person  or  persons  parate  use. 
*^  to   be  appointed  to  receive  the  same,  shall  be  suffi-      Extrinsic 

.  rr  »^  evidence  is 

cient  discharges  to  my  executors ;  and  it  is  my  will  that  admissible  to 
*he  shall  not  sell,  mortgage,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  cumstancw'of 
same  annuity,  it  being  my  intention  to  secure  to  her  a  the  testator  at 
P^^'^i^tient  annual  income ;  and  if  she  shall  attempt  to  making  his 

sell    ^^^^*  *^  *^*  '^  1 
p  '  enable  the 

^^^^^'^^  to  place  itself  in^the  situation  of  the  testator  i  but  it  is  inadmissible  to 

prove  either  his  motives  or  intentions. 
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1840.        sell)  mortgage,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  sanies  it  sha 
^■]JP>^^^^     thenceforth  cease  and  be  no  longer  payable." 

V. 

DaiNKWATEB.       "pi^g  marginal  words  were   in   the   testator's   ban 

writing,  and  were  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
a  testamentary  w^riting.    Janet  Angusj  under  the  na 
of  Louisa  Pitney f  had  cohabited  with  the  testator  un 
his  marriage  in  1808,  when  he  made  a  provision 
her ;  and  in  1814  she  married  a  Mr.  Gray. 

The  testator  died  in  1818. 

The  question  which  now  arose,  upon  exceptions 
the  Master's  report,  was,  whether  the  annuities  of  1^    ^    ^c 
and  of  100  guineas,  bequeathed  by  the  will  and  ccklSL^Sci 
of  the  testator,  were  cumulative  or  substitutional. 

Mrs.  Gray  claimed  the  two  annuities  for  her  separ* 
use,  and  her  husband  claimed  the  annuity  of  lOOguin. 
unaffected  by  that  restriction :  he  also  insisted  tliat    1 
annuity  of  100  guineas  was  not  given  for  life,  but  wsb^ 
permanent  annuity  unlimited  in  duration. 

The  annuity  of  100  guineas  alone  had  been  pj 
since  the  testator's  death  in  1818. 

Some  evidence  was  produced  to  shew  that,  towa-i* 
the  close  of  the  year  1816,  the  testator  was  infornn 
that  Mrs.  Pitney  had  married  a  person  named 
when  the  testator  replied  that  she  had  acted  very  fi 
ishly,  and  that  she  ought  now  to  be  maintained  by  h 
husband,  or  words  to  that  effect.     This  evidence  w 
objected  to  as  inadmissible. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Calvert,  for  the  residuary  le< 
gatee,  contended  that  the  annuities  were  substitutional. 

Mr. 


m^ 


s 
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Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Blunts  for  Mrs.  Gray^  con- 
mded  that  the  legacies,  being  given  by  two  different 
istruments,  being  of  unequal  amount,  and  payable  at      "**r. 
iflferent  periods,  were  cumulative.  Deinkwatsb. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  WiUcock^  for  Mr.  Grtnf^  con- 
mded  that  the  annuity  of  100  guineas  was  not  given 
>  the  wife's  separate  use,  and  belonged  to  the  hus- 
band. 

Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Stevens^  for  the  Defendant 
^nkwaier. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited :  Mackenzie  v. 
T€u:kenzie{a\  Gwf  v.  Sharp  (b\  Hurst  v.  Beach  {c\ 
^iUie  v.  Butterfield  (d),  Campbell  v.  The  Earl  of  Bad- 
^{e)j  Curry  v.  Pile,  (g),  and  1  Boper  on  Legacies^  760. 

mie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  on  the  construction 
^he  will,  and  of  a  testamentary  writing,  which,  having 
sn  proved  as  a  codicil,  must  therefore  be  taken  in 
E^ftnection  with  the  will.  The  facts  of  the  case  are 
^^  short.  It  appears  that  the  person  who  is  now 
led  Mrs.  Jane  Gray  cohabited  with  the  testator  until 
^  marriage,  when  he  made  a  provision  for  her,  which 
^  was  in  the  enjoyment  of  at  the  time  he  made  his 
^I.  By  his  will,  dated  in  August  1816,  he  made  the 
^uest  in  question;  and  in  December  following  he  wrote 
C^osite  the  word  ^^  Fitney^^  in  the  will,  this  marginal 
^,  which  has  been  proved  as  a  codicil: — **Now,  Mrs. 

Jane 

(a)  2  J2tfM.  262.  {^d)  1  Car,  892. 

%  1  MyL  4-  K.  589.  (e)  1  Bra.  C.  C.  271. 

(c)  5  Mad.B5\ .  (g)  2  Bro,  C.  C.  SLiB. 

"Vol.  II.  Q 
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1840*       Jane  Gray^  100  guineas  per  annum,  in  quarterly  pa 
ments.  Slst  of  D^-c^wi^r  1816."     Having  been  prov 
as  a  codicil,  it  has  been  argued  that  there  are  two  d 
DmiNKWATSB.  ^^^^^  gjf^  bequeathed  by  two  distinct  instruments,  a 

that  the  rule  as  to  cumulative  legacies  must  be  appli 

to  this  case*     If  the  instruments  are  to  be  taken  sef 

rately,  then  undoubtedly  the  argument  offered  on  beh 

of  the  legatee  would  prevail ;  but  I  cannot  so  consic 

them,  nor  can  I  construe  the  latter  words  except  w 

reference  to  their  position  in  the  margin  of  this  w 

and  by  uniting  them  with  the  words  contained  in  t 

body  of  the  will;  for  what  is  the  meaning  of  **  Ng 

Mrs.  t/a/i^  Gray^  100  guineas,  &c.  ?"     Nothing  can 

made  of  these  words  unless  we  look  at  the  oppos 

words  in   the   will,    namely,   ^^  Mrs.  Louisa  Piine 

When  we  are  thus  obliged  to  refer  to  the  will,  we  mi 

consider  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  codi 

when  introduced  into  the  will.     The  will  says,  I  g 

Mrs.  Louisa  Pitney  an  annuity  of  100/.;  and,  introduci 

the  words  in  the  margin,  the  gift  will  stand,  I  g 

Mrs,  Louisa  Pitney^  now  Mrs.  Jane  Gray^  100  guin< 

per  annum ;  thus  constituting  one  gift  only.     I  come 

this  conclusion  without  going  into  the  matters  of  e 

dence  which  have  been  produced.     I  consider  the  r 

as  settled :  you  are  at  liberty  to  prove  the  circumstan 

of  the  testator,  so  far  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  pL 

itself  in  the  situation  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  roak 

his  will,  but  you  are  not  at  liberty  to  prove  either 

motives  or  intentions.     There  can  be  no  doubt  as 

the  rule  on   this  point,  and  therefore,  without  rel 

ence  to  the  evidence  which  has  been  produced,  I  c 

sider  that  these  words  are  incapable  of  any  ratio 

construction,  except  in  connection  with  the  words  in 

will ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  testator's  object ' 

to  vary  the  legacy  given  by  the  will,  and  to  conver 

from  an  annuity  of  1 50^,  payable  half-yearlji  inta 

anni 


k 
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annuity  of  105/.,  payable  quarterly.     I  conceive  also  1840. 

that  the  other  limitations  contained  in  the  will  respecting  ^^^T^^^^^^ 

-                                                                                         ,         ,  Martin 

the    annuity  of  150/.,  are  now  applicable  to  the  substi-  «. 

tuted   annuity  of  105/.  DaiNiwAttE. 


LARKINS  V.  PAXTON.  1839. 

Nov.  22. 

B^I^IS  was  a  creditor's  suit  instituted  to  administer  In  1  si  1,  a  cre- 
che estate  of  the  testator,  and  was  commenced  by  ^as  instituted 
*  simple  contract  creditor  in  181 1.  ^y  » »^"P*e 

contract  ere* 
,-j^  ^        ditor;  the  an- 

^he  answers  were  not  got  in  until  1820;  the  Plain-  swers  were 

^"  *s  debt  was  admitted  by  the  executors,  and  the  fund  f^^  piaintiflF's* 
^^s  then  paid  into  Court ;  no  decree  was,  however,  made  ^®^'  ^**  *f " 

,^-^^-,  '  muted,  and 

**^UI  1829.  thereupon  the 

»  assets  were 

y  ^  ^  brought  into 

•^n   the  mean  time,  and  in  Easter  term  1823,  a  Mr.  Court;  in 

^^etihaldj  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  the  testator,  ob-  gi^pfe^con.  ^"^ 
^^ned  judgment  by  confession  against  the  executors  for  tract  creditor 
^'^1/.:  this  sum  exceeded  the  amount  of  assets,  and  ment  against 

*^^   question  was,  whether   the  judiiment  debt  was  to  ^^^  executors, 
u  '.TO  ^Q  decree 

"^^e  priority  over   the  simple   contract   debts   of  the  was  made  in 
I^laintiff  and  the  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  which  u^J^^jj^^^^^gg . 
^ere  very  considerable  in  amount.  Held,  that  the 

judgment  thus 
obtained  hud 

Sir  W.  Riddellj  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the  priority  over 
J^agment-creditor  had  no  such  priority  over  the  Plaintiff  contract 
*^d  the  simple  contract  creditors,  the  judgment  having  debte. 
*^^n  obtained   after  the   bill   had   been   filed   in   this 
^^rt,  and  after  an  admission  by  the  executors  of  the 
Plaintiff's  debt. 

Q  2  In 
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1859. 


In  Waters  v.  Ogden^  executors  being  sued,  plead< 
plene  administravit  pr^eter  48/. ;  and  another  action  beii 
wards  brought  against  them,  they  pleaded  pUne  a 
ministravit  prteter  48/. ;  and  as  to  that,  that  they  had  co 
fessed  assets  to  that  amount  in  another  action,  this  w 
held  good ;  so  here,  after  the  admission  of  the  Plai 
tiff's  debt  and  assets,  the  executors  might  have  i 
sisted  the  action  at  law.  He  also  cited  Morrice  v*  1 
Bank  of  England,  {a) 


Mr.  CAandless,  contra,  for  the  judgment  creditor,  w 
not  called  on  by  the  Court. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  I  can  deprive  the  creditor  of  the  bene 
of  his  judgment,  looking  at  the  circumstances.     Here 
a  bill  filed  in  the  year  1811,  the  answers  not  got 
until  the  year  1820,  no  decree  obtained  till  the  ye 
1829,  —  eighteen  years  from  the  time  when  the  bill  w 
filed,  until  the  time  when  the  decree  was  obtained,  and  i 
reason  is  suggested  why  there  was  all  this  delay,  or  wl 
there  was  any  difficulty  in  procuring  the  administratic 
of  the  estate  at  an  earlier  period ;  in  the  mean  time 
creditor  brings  an  action,  and  in  1823  obtains  judgmen 
and  the  question  is,  whether  I  am  to  allow  priority 
the  judgment  so  obtained,  or  whether  I  am,  after  t 
Plaintiff's  negligent  and  dilatory  conduct  of  his  suit, 
deprive  another  party,  who  is  a  creditor,  of  thediliger 
he  has  used  ?    I  think  I  cannot. 


(a)  3  Swans,  513.;  trnd  Forrester,  217. 
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BLEASE  i;.  BURGH.  i84o. 

March  n.  IS. 

^1  ^HE  testatrix,  jUice  Savignac,  by  her  will  dated  the  A  testatrix 
-*■        X  St  of  July  1805,  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate  to  «?7®  ^^^  ^^ 

J  » o  giduary  estate 

trast^^s,  on  trust,  to  collect,  sell  and  invest  the  same,  to  trustees  to 
an<l    'tcD  invest  and  accumulate  the  interest  thereof,  and  and'""stand 


to  st£i.nd  possessed  of  the  trust  funds  and  all  the  accu-  possessed 
mal&'t.ions  thereof  "  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child  the  accumu- 
and    oliildren  of  her  son  John  Blease  by  his  wife  Eliza^  lati«>n«.  in 
betny  other  than  Thomas  Seddon  Blease^  m  equal  parts,  the  children 
shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  ^l^j^j'tud' 
o^^>  then  for  such  only  one,  and  to  be  paid^  assigned  or  to  be  paid  on 
transferred  to  him,  her  or  them,  being  a  son  or  sons,  twenty"fhrcc 
on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-three  years  ;  and  being  a  ^ith  a  gift 
daughter  or  daughters,  at  the  like  age  of  twenty- three  event  of  the 
years  or  day  or  days  of  marriage,  which  should  first  ^if^^^'.^/^Jl 
happen ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  dren  under 
^f  such  children,  being  a  son  or  sons,  under  the  said  TjJ'rt*^^^ 
^e    of  twenty-three  years,   or   being   a  daughter   or  three  children, 
daughters,  under  the  like  age,  and  without  having  been  ^'*  of  whom 
Carried,  then  the  part  or  share,  or  parts  or  shares,  of  A.  and  B. 
^^*ni,  her,  or  them  so  dying  to  be  paid,  assigned,  or  Uie'^Hfet[me"of 
transferred  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them  ;  and  in  the  testatrix, 
^^*se  all  the  said  children  of  her  said  son  John  BleUse^  years  after 
other  than  and  except  the  said   Thomas  Seddon  Blease,  |!f,^®*^^-  ^• 

y  ^  died  an  infant, 

saould  die  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-three  years,  and  C,  who 

being  ^°*  ^^^l  ^-'^ 

o  personal  re- 
P^entative,  attained  twenty-three:  Held,  first,  that  the  legacy  was  vested;  and 

.^  gift  being  to  a  class,  and  C,  having  come  into  esse  before  the  period  of  dis- 
tnbution,  the  Court  considered  that  C,  was  not  excluded  from  taking  under  the 
'giduary  gift,  and  that  in  his  own  right  and  as  representing  B,  he  was  entitled  to 
^*»«  whole  fund. 

,  ^  person  mav  maintain  a  suit  as  sole  Plaintiff,  though  uniting  in  himself  several 
^airactersy  having  distinct  conflicting  rights  in  the  subject  of  a  suit ;  but  the  Court 
^!i  ^^^  in  a  suit  so  constituted  decide  on  the  conflicting  rights  vested  in  the  Plain- 
^^t  and  by  its  decree  will  malie  provision  for  the  protection  of  the  Defendants  from 

^y  prejudice  which  may  arise  from  the  peculiar  constitution  of  the  suit. 

Q  3 
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being  a  son  or  sons,  or  the  like  age  or  day  or  days 
marriage,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  then,  u| 
trust,  to  pay,  assign  or  transfer  such  stocks,  funds 
securities  in  or  upon  which  the  rest,  residue  and 
mainder  of  her  estate,  property  and  effects  should 
might  be  invested,  and  all  accumulations  thereof,  ui 
her  said  grandson  Thomas  Seddon  Blease^  on  attaini 
his  said  age  of  twenty-three  years ;  and  in  case  of 
death  under  such  age  of  twenty-three  years,  as  well 
all  the  other  children  of  her  said  son  John  Blease  unc 
the  age  of  twenty-three  years,  being  a  son  or  sons, 
under  the  like  age  and  without  having  been  marri 
being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  then,  upon  trust,  fi 
and  ader  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  all  her  said  gra 
children,  the  children  of  her  said  son  by  his  pres 
wife,**  for  her  son  John  Blease  for  life,  with  remain 
as  to  one  moiety,  for  James  Burghj  if  living,   or 
children,  if  dead ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  for  I 
nephew  and  niece,  James  Chapman  and  Mary  Bowker 
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In  a  former  clause  in  the  will,  which  was  commen 
on  in  argument,  the  testatrix  gave  1000/.  to  trustee 
in  trust,  to  invest  and  stand  possessed  thereof  in  tr 
for  her  grandson  T.  S.  Blease^  to  be  paid  on  his  atta 
ing  twenty-three  years,  together  with  all  accumulati 
which  she  directed  to  be  made,  and  that  no  rents  sho 
be  applied  in  maintenance  during  minority,  unless  th 
should  be  an  absolute  necessity ;   and   in  case   of 
death  before  he  should  attain  twenty-three,  she  direcc:== 
the  1000/.  and  accumulations  to  become  part  of 
residue. 


The  will  contained  no  power  for  the  maintenance 
advancement  of  the  children  of  John  Blease*     The 
tatrix  died  in  August  1805. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

John  Bkase^  the  son  of  the  testatrixi  had  three  chil- 
dren ;  namelyt  TAomas  Seddon  Blease^  born  in  1801 ; 
Johfi  Blease  the  younger,  born  on  the  25th  ofjtdy  ISOSy 
after  the  date  of  the  will ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  Alfred  Whit- 
ten  Blease,  bom  in  1808,  three  years  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix. 
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John  Blease  the  younger  died  in  November  1812, 
mg^  seven  years,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  his  legal  per- 
sonal representative. 

T%omas  Seddon  Blease  died  in  December  1812,  being 
of  the  age  of  eleven  years  ;  but  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative was  not  a  party  to  this  suit. 

Jn  December  1831,  the  Plaintiff  Alfred  W.  Blease  at- 
^Ained  his  age  of  twenty-three  years. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  the  gift  of  the  residue 
^  the  children  of  John  Blease  the  elder  was  vested ; 
**»ci,  secondly,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  bom  after 
^he  death  of  the  testatrix,  was  to  be  considered  one  of 
^^  children  entitled  to  take. 

^€r.  Spence  and  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  the  Plaintiff,  Alfred 

^^itton  Blease,  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 

^^ole  residue,  either  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  right  of 

«13  brother  John  Blease,  of  whom  he  was  the  adminis- 

Iliat  the  gift  to  the  children  was  vested,  the  enjoy- 
f'^^vit  being  alone  postponed,  and  that  there  was  nothing 
"^    *lie  will  to  divest  it. 

^Nlr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Turner,  contra,  con- 
^^ded  that,  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings,  no 
^^cree  could  be  made,  for  the  Plaintiff  claimed  in  two 

Q  4  inconsistent 
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1 840.        being  a  son  or  sons,  or  the  like  age  or  day  or  days  of 
marriage,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  then,  upon 
trust,  to  pay,  assign  or  transfer  such  stocks,  funds  or 
securities  in  or  upon  which  the  rest,  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  her  estate,  property  and  effects  should  or* 
might  be  invested,  and  all  accumulations  thereof,  untc^ 
her  said  grandson  Thomas  Seddon  Blease,  on  attainin 
his  said  age  of  twenty-three  years ;  and  in  case  of  hi 
death  under  such  age  of  twenty-three  years,  as  well 
all  the  other  children  of  her  said  son  John  Blease  unde 
the  age  of  twenty-three  years,  being  a  son  or  sons,  anc 
under  the  like  age  and  without  having  been  married 
being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  then,  upon  trust,  fro 
and  afler  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  all  her  said  grand 


children,  tlie  children  of  her  said  son  by  his  preseu 
wife,''  for  her  son  John  Blease  for  life,  with  remaindei 
as  to  one  moiety,  for  James  Burgh,  if  living,   or   h=- 
children,  if  dead ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  for  h< 
nephew  and  niece,  James  Chapman  and  Mary  Bowker, 


In  a  former  clause  in  the  will,  which  was  comment 
on  in  argument,  the  testatrix  gave  1 000/.  to  trust 
in  trust,  to  invest  and  stand  possessed  thereof  in  tru 
for  her  grandson  T.  S.  Blease,  to  be  paid  on  his  attai 
ing  twenty-three  years,  together  with  all  accumulatio 
which  she  directed  to  be  made,  and  that  no  rents  shou 
be  applied  in  maintenance  during  minority,  unless  the 
should  be  an  absolute  necessity;  and  in  case  of 
death  before  he  should  attain  twenty-three,  she  direct 
the  1000/.  and  accumulations  to  become  part  of  t 
residue. 


The  will  contained  no  power  for  the  maintenance 
advancement  of  the  children  of  John  Blease*     The 
tatrix  died  in  August  1805. 


John 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

John  BUase^  the  son  of  the  testatrixi  bad  three  chil- 
sn;  namely,  TAomas  Seddon  Blease,  born  in  1801; 
in  BUase  the  younger,  born  on  the  25th  of  July  1805, 
er  the  date  of  the  will ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  Alfred  Whit- 
''  Bleasfj  born  in  1 808,  three  years  after  the  death  of 
i  testatrix. 


StS 
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JcAn  Blease  the  younger  died  in  November  1812, 
^  seven  years,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  his  legal  per* 
ud  representative. 

Thomas  Seddon  Blease  died  in  December  1812,  being 
the  age  of  eleven  years  ;  but  his  legal  personal  repre- 
itative  was  not  a  party  to  this  suit. 

In  December  1831,  the  Plaintiff  Alfred  W.  Blease  at- 
ned  his  age  of  twenty-three  years. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  the  gift  of  the  residue 
the  children  of  John  Blease  the  elder  was  vested ; 
j,  secondly,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  born  after 
{  death  of  the  testatrix,  was  to  be  considered  one  of 
I  children  entitled  to  take. 


Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Sptnriery  for  the  Plaintiff,  Alfred 
iitton  BleasCf  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 
ole  residue,  either  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  right  of 
brother  John  Blease^  of  whom  he  was  the  adminis- 
tor. 

That  the  gift  to  the  children  was  vested,  the  enjoy* 
nt  being  alone  postponed,  and  that  there  was  nothing 
the  will  to  divest  it. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Turner^  contra^  con- 
ided  that,  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings,  no 
cree  could  be  made,  for  the  Plaintiff  claimed  in  two 

Q  4  inconsistent 
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inconsistent  characters,   first,   in  his  own   right,  and 
secondly,  in  right  of  his  deceased  brother;  that  the  case 
was  like  that  of  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  (a),  where  two 
persons  having  inconsistent  titles,  entered  into  an  ar- 
rangement respecting  their  rights  between  themselves, 
and  then  filed  a  bill  together  as  co-plaintiffs,  it  was  held 
that  such  a  bill  could  not  be  sustained ;  that  here,  the 
mode  of  account  by  the  Defendant  would  depend  on 
which  of  the  titles  of  the  Plaintiff  prevailed,  and  that 
such  titles  could  not  be  determined  in  a  suit  in  which 
the  only  party  representing  them  was  Plaintiff;  that  iF 
the  Defendant  had  a  settled  account  with  the  deceased 
brother,  he  would  be  entitled  to  set  it  up  in  bar,  on 
the  footing  of  the  brother's  right ;  but  if  such  settled 
account  existed  with  the  Plaintiff,  then  the  Defendant 
would  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  settled  account 
in  the  event  only  of  the  Plaintiff  succeeding  in  this 
suit  in  his  own  right 


On  the  construction  of  the  will,  they  contended  that 
the  residuary  gift  either  vested  at  the  death  of  the  testa* 
trix  or  on  the  legatee  attaining  twenty-three :  that,  in  the 
former  case,  the  gift  over  would  be  good,  and  the  parties 
in  remainder  entitled;  in  the  latter,  the  gift  would  be  void, 
as  too  remote;  so  that  the  Plaintiff  would  not,  in  either 
case,  have  any  title  to  maintain  the  suit ;  Davidson  v« 
Dallas  (i),  Scott  v.  Harwood  (c),  Judd  v.  Judd  (d).  Hunter 
v.  Judd  (e),  Vawdry  v.  Geddes  (g).  Bland  v.  Wtlliatns  (A), 
Porter  v.  Fox{i)y  Farmer  v.  Francis  (k) ;  and  see  Palmer' 
V.  Holford[l)i  Leake  v.  Eobinsoti  (m).  Bull  v.  Pritch^ 
ard.  (n) 


{a)  Turner  ^R.  117. 

(b)  14  Vet.  576. 

(c)  5  Mad.  352. 

(d)  5  Simons,  525. 

(e)  4  Simons,  455. 

(g)  1  Russ.  4"  Myl.  205. 


(h)  S-%/.  4- Jr.411. 
(t)  6  Sim.  485. 
ik)  S  Sim.  4-  St.  505. 
(/)  4  Russ.  403. 
(m)  3Mer.563, 
(n)  1  RuiS.  215. 


Mr. 
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IMr.  JE.  R.  Daniel,  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix, 
fc tended  that  the  gift  was  void  for  remoteness;  that 
PlaintiflP,  who  was  unborn  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
rix,  could  not  take ;  and  that,  at  least,  the  accumula- 
BS  subsequent  to  1826,  were  void  under  the  Thellusson 
^  and  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin ;  HdUy  v.  Ban^ 
(fl),  Eyre  V.  Marsden.  {b) 


Vdr.  Spence,  in  reply,  contended  that  this  was  not  like 
case  of  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton^  where  two  persons 
Ing  two  inconsistent  titles,  joined  as  G)-plaintifis, 
L  consequently  occasioned  a  misjoinder ;  but  was  a 
e  where,  from  circumstances,  one  individual  had 
t^  in  himself  several  distinct  claims.  That  Scott  v. 
'-^-tDood  was  a  decision  on  real  estate  only.  That  as 
:-fae  accumulations  beyond  twenty*one  years,  the  par- 
'9  having  vested  interests,  had,  but  for  their  infancy, 
power  of  receiving  the  residue,  and  of  preventing 
'^  further  accumulations. 


t^ie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  March  i6. 

t'lie  first  question  in  this  cause  was,  whether  the  interests 
iob  the  testatrix,  Alice  Savignac,  intended  to  give  in 
residuary  estate  to  the  children  of  her  son,  John 
*^x^  became  vested  at  the  time  of  her  death. 

^t  that  time  John  Blease  had  two  children  only, 
^^ely,  Thomas  Seddon  Blease^  and  John  Blease  the 
^Hger ;  and  by  her  will,  which  was  made  before  the 
^U  of  John  Blease  the  younger,  she  gave  the  residue 
^er  estate,  &c.  in  the  terms  which  have  been  stated. 

-Wie  words  in  which  this  trust  is  declared,  taken  by 

'^selves,  import  a  present  gift,  with  a  direction  to  pay 

at 
Ca)  4  MoM.  275.  (6)  S  Keen^S%\. 
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at  a  future  time,  and  an  immediate  vested  interest  in  the 
children  of  John  Blease^  answering  the  description  at 
the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death ;  but  it  is  truly  obsened 
that  the  question  depends  on  the  intention  of  the  testa^ 
trix,  which  is  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  will;  aod 
it  is  argued  for  the  Defendants,  that  upon  the  whole  wiD 
it  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testatrix 
that  her  residuary  estate  should  not  vest  in  the -children 
of  her  son  John  Blease^  unless  they  attained  the  age  of 
twenty«three  years,  and  that  consequently  the  gift  is 
void  as  being  too  remote. 


There  is,  indeed,  a  delay  of  payment  to  the  children 
of  John  Blease  without  any  intermediate  interest  being 
given  to  any  other  person,  and  without  any  provision 
being  made  for  the  intermediate  maintenance  or  beoe&t 
of  the  only  persons  to  take ;  and  the  subject  of  the  gif^ 
is  an  aggregate  consisting  of  the  residue  and  of  tl^^ 
accumulations  of  interest  to  be  continued  up  to  the 
period  of  distribution,  and  not  ascertained  or  ascertain* 
able  till  then ;  and  besides,  there  are  gifts  over  in  tb^ 
event  of  the  children  dying  under  the  age  of  twent^' 
three  years. 


A  gift  in  terms 
importing  a 
present  vested 
interest  with 
a  post|)OQed 
time  of  pay- 
ment, is  not 
made  contin- 
gent by  a 
direction  to 
accumulate 
till  the  time 
of  payment 
arrives. 


But  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  a  gift  in  tenr^ 
which  import  a  present  vested  interest,  with  a  postpom 
time  of  payment,  is  made  contingent  by  a  direction  t<^ 
accumulate   till   the  time   of  payment  arrives ;   and  I 
think  that  a  gift  over,  which  is  too  remote  and  void,  as 
is  the  case  here,  cannot  defeat  the  vested  interests  pre- 
viously given ;  and  on  a  consideration  of  these  and  other 
parts  of  the  will,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  gifl  of  the 
residue  vested  in  the  children  of  John  who  were  entitled 
to  take. 


There 
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There  was  only  one  such  child  at  the  time  of  the        1840. 
testatrix's  death ;  and  the  next  question  is,  whether  the 
PlAintiff,  Alfred  Blease^  who  was  born  between  three 
and  four  years  afterwards,  is  to  be  considered  as  one 
of  the  children  entitled  to  take.     As  between  the  Plain- 
tifiT  and  any  person  who  may  have  claims  upon,  or  any 
interest  in,  the  estate  of  John  Blease  the  younger,  who 
died  at  seven  years  of  age,  that  question  cannot  be  now 
decided;  the  Plaintiff  cannqt  maintain  arguments  for  and 
against  himself,  in  different  characters.    The  next  of  kin 
of  J^ohn  Blease  the  younger,  have  not  been  ascertained ; 
and  there  is  no  legal  personal  representative  of  Thomas 
Seddon  Blease^  who  seems  to  have  been  one  of  them ;  I 
^i^cline  to  think,  however,  that  there  being  in  this  case  a 
general  description  of  a  class,  and  as  it  appears  to  me, 
"tested  interests  given,  but  a  postponed  time  of  payment, 
^i^d  another  child  born  before  the  period  of  distribution, 
^at  the  Plaintiff  is  let  in  to  claim  a  share  in  his  own 
*^ht;  and  care  being  taken  to  avoid  any  prejudice  to 
^e  Defendant,  the  accounting  party,  I  think,  that  not- 
withstanding some  objections,  he  may  have  relief  in 
this  cause.     I  propose  to  declare,  that  the  Plaintiff  and 
"John  Blease^  junior,  being  the  only  children  of  John 
Please  the  son  of  the  testatrix,  by  Elizabeth  his  wife, 
^^d  the  Plaintiff  being  the  legal  personal  representative 
^f    tlie  said  John  Blebse  the  younger,  deceased,  the 
^Iftintiff  is  entitled  to  the  residuary  estate  of  the  tes- 
^Wx  Jlice  Savignac.     Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take 
^e  usual  accounts  of  her  estate  possessed  by  her  exe- 
c^tor,  &C.  &c.     In  taking  such  accounts,  let  the  exe- 
^'^tor  have  credit  for  all  sums  properly  paid  by  him  for 
^^  maintenance  and  education  of  Thomas  Seddon  Blease^ 
P^i*Buant  to  the  directions  of  the  will,  and  have  all  just 
^Uowances  ^against  the  Plaintiff,  and  against  the  estate 
^^  John  Blease  the  younger ;  and  let  the  clear  residue  of 
^^  said  testatrix's  estate  be  ascertained,  and  let  the 
I  Master 


228 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1840. 


Master  enquire  and  state  how  much  residue  has  be 
applied  and  disposed  of,  and  what  would  have 
produced  thereby,  if  the  same  had  been  increased  a 
accumulated,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  w 
up  to  the  16th  o[  August  1826. 


1859. 

Aug.  10. 

The  trustees 
of  a  free  gram- 
mar school, 
whose  origia 
did  not  ap- 
pear, held 
property  "  to 
the  use  of  the 
school."  Hav- 
ing elected  a 
schoolmaster, 
they  obliged 
him  to  enter 
into  a  bond 
and  agree- 
ment, stipulat- 
ing that  lie 
should  not 
have  or  claim 
a  freehold  in 
the  school,  or 
estates;  and 
should  quit  at 
six  mouths' 
notice,  and 
should  not 
intermeddle 
with  the 
estates,  and 
certain  other 
stipulations 
as  to  the  go- 
vernment and 
management 
of  the  school : 
Held,  that  the 


In  re  The  ROYSTON  Free  Grammar  School. 

V^I^HE  origin  of  this  grammar-school  did  not  appea:: 
"^  but  it  was  stated  that  "  the  yearly  sum  of  46/.  11^ 
was  payable  to  the  master  of  the  school  as  wages,  or  i 
part  of  his  salary,  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  duchy  Ow 
Lancaster  J  and  a  house  and  twelve  acres  of  land  we 
held  by  the  trustees  under  the  manor  of  Pontefrady 
subject  to  a  rent  of  1/.  45.  Sd.y  by  virtue  of  a  grant  from 
King  James  the  First,  *'  to  the  use  of  the  school  in  Roy» 
ston  for  ever,"  according  to  the  institution  in  the  letters 
patent,  expressed  and  declared,  to  hold  of  the  king  and 
his  successors,  rendering  the  rent  aforesaid. 

A  petition  was  presented  under  the  authority  of  Sir 
Samuel  Romillr/s  Act  (a),  by  the  Rev.  Wm.  Wordnxnik 
and  Mr.  George  Treble^  two  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish,  praying  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of 
a  proper  scheme  for  the  administration  of  this  charity, 
and  the  revenues  thereof,  and  for  the  conducting  and 
management  of  the  said  school,  and  letting  and  improv- 
ing the  school  estates,  and  the  due  application  of  the 

revenues 

{a)  52  G,  3.  c.  101. 
trustees  had  exceeded  their  powers. 
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'  revenues  and  income  of  the  charity,  and  for  many  other        1839. 
purposes  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state.  ^^^^"^ 

The  RoYSTON 

Amongst  several  grounds  of  complaint^  it  was  stated       School. 
thAty   in  the  year  1837)  Mr.  Thomas  Howard  was  ap- 
pointed schoolmaster^  and  thereupon  he  with  a  surety 
entered  into  a  bond  to  the  then  trustees,  in  the  penalty 
or  200/.^  for  the  performance  of  the  covenants  and 
conditions  contained  in  certain  articles  of  agreement  of 
even   date,  and  made  between  the  trustees  of  the  one 
par  t,  and  Thomas  Howard  of  the  other  part ;  whereby, 
After  reciting  *^  that  the  said  Thomas  Howard  had  been 
duly  elected  and  chosen  master  of  the  said  school,  upon 
^e  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  therein  stated,  Thomas  Howard  did  thereby 
^^^venant  with  the  trustees,   to  attend,  conduct,   and 
Severn  the  school  for  the  term  of  one  year,  and  forward 
ft'om  year  to  year  until  six  calendar  months'  notice  in 
^^ritiQg  should  be  given  by  the  trustees,  or  a  majority 
^f  them,  as  at  the  end  of  the  first  or  any  subsequent 
y^Ar,  to  vacate  the  agreement.     And  the  agreement 
^^ntained'  various  minute  regulations  and  stipulations 
^^   to  the  government  and  management  of  the  school ; 
^'^d  that  the  master  should  occupy  the  school  and 
^hool-house,  and  reside  in  the  latter  during  his  re- 
^^^ning  master  of  the  school,  and  keep  the  same  in 
8^^^>d  tenantable  repair  and  condition,  and  pay  and  dis- 
^^^rge  all  rates  and  assessments  in  respect  thereof,  and 
'■^Oiil^  quit  and  deliver  up  the  school  and  school-house 
^Pon  six  calendar  months'  notice,  at  the  end  or  ex- 
P^v*^tion  of  such  year,  in  tenantable  repair  and  condi- 
*^>  and  thenceforth  cease  to  be  master  of  the  school, 
^^^  certain  other  terms  as  to  the  master's  quitting ;  and 
^^  Thomas  Howard  should  not,  in  consequence  of  his 
^l^otion  of  master,  have  or  claim  any  freehold  in  tlie 
^^Yesaid  school  and  school-bouse,  and  school  estate,  or 

any 
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18S9.        any  part  thereof;  and  that  nothing  contained  in  the  said        1  , 
^■^V"^*^     agreement  should  extend,  or  be  construed  to  extend,  to 
The  RoYSTON  any  other  part  of  the  trust  estate  than  the  aforesaid 
School.       school  and  school-house  with  the  appurtenances;  and 
that   Thomas  Howard  would  not,  at  any  time^  inter* 
meddle  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  other  part  (yf 
the  estate^  nor  with  the  rents  and  profits  thereof^  bn^ 
that  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  should  have  the  fulV^ 
exclusive  power  and  entire  management  and  ccmtro' 
thereof;  and  the  said  trustees,  in  consideration  of  tki 
premises,  and  in  case  the  said  Thomas  Howard  shooL 
in  every  respect,  fulfil  and  keep  the  aforesaid  rules  an^.   Jl 
regulations  and  stipulations,  thereby  agreed  to  pay  ai:^      _i 
allow  to  him  the  yearly  sum  of  50/.  for  the  first  thi 
years,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  75/.  for  each  and  eve 
succeeding  year,  by  two  half  yearly  payments  on  t>l     -se 
days  therein  mentioned." 


In  the  affidavit  filed  on  behalf  of  the  trustees, 
were  the  respondents,  it  was  stated,  ^'  that  they  had 
Mr.  Howard  with  a  notice  to  discontinue  the  oflSce 
duties  of  schoolmaster,  because  the  trustees  were  d 
satisfied  with  his  conduct ;  and  because  he  had  not  pT'' 
cured  a  surety  for  the  performance  of  his  agreement  » 
and  because  he  refused  to  reside  in  the  school-hoas^  > 
and  because  he  refused  to  allow  the  trustees  and  tb^*^ 
examiners  to  examine  the  scholars  at  the  times  m^^^ 
tioned  in  the  agreement,  in  a  room  in  the  school-hous^  ^ 
and  because  the  said  Thomas  Howard  did  not,  in  otb^*^ 
respects,  conform  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement;  aD^ 
because  said  trustees  deemed  it  essential  to  the  gpo^ 
government  of  the  school  and  estate  that  the  mast^^ 
should  in  all  respects  conform  thereto." 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rogers^  in   support  of  tl*^ 
petition,  contended,  that  the  trustees  had  no  right  to  i 
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e  on  the  schoolmaster,  on  his  appointment,  the  terms        18S9. 
of  liis  giving  a  bond  to  perform  these  conditions.    That      -^^^^ 
sucrh  an  act  was  altogether  an  illegal  assumption,  on  the  The  Royston 
psLwrt  of  the  trustees,  of  a  visitatorial  power  which  was 
-vested  in  the  Crown,  and  was  an  attempt  to  exclude  the 
j  u  risdiction  of  this  Court.     That  the  schoolmaster  had 
XM.      freehold,  both  in  his  office  and  in  the  estates,  which 
^h^    trustees  could  npt  by  this  mode  of  dealing  deprive 
I^im  of.     iTAe  Master  of  the  Rolls.     The  estates  are 
I:ft^lcl  ^^  to  the  use  of  the  school,"  and  not  to  the  use  of 
i    schoolmaster.]     That  the   grounds   stated   by  the 
stees  were  not  sufficient  to  justify  his  removal ;  and 
^her,  that  the  schoolmaster  had  a  right  to  the  whole 
^"^"^^^nue  after  keeping  the  school  in  repair,  and  that  the 
^^^•^  stees  had  no  power  to  limit  his  salary. 

Afr.  Kindersletf  and  Mr.  Jemmeity  contrdj  contended 

no  case  had  been  made  out  to  justify  the  interfer- 

of  the  Court ;  that  the  inhabitants,    except    the 

tioners  and  the  schoolmaster,  were  satisfied  with  the 

duct  of  the  trustees,  and  that  they  had  acted  rightly 

Securing  the  proper  performance  of  his  duties  by  the 

^^^l^oolmaster,  by  stipulations  which  were  evidently  bene- 

^^^■■*'  to  the  charity,  and  necessary  for  that  purpose. 


3%^  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  there  was  a  great 

of  unnecessary  complaint  in  this  petition,  and  he 

Ost  refuse  the  principal  part  of  the  prayer.     That 

^•^otigh  it  might  be  very  proper  that  many  of  the  regu- 

^^t.ioQs  imposed  by  the   trustees  should   be  observed 

^^cJer  their  order  and  direction,  yet  that  it  was  not 

pi'oper  to  enforce  them  in  the  way  which  they  had 

^otie  by  taking  a  bond  from  the  schoolmaster.     That 

^ue  trustees  had  exceeded  their  powers  though  they  had 

^tended  what  was  perfectly  right;  that  he  could  not 

dismiss  the  petition,  but  must  refer  it  to  the  Master  to 

approve 
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1839. 


In  re 

The  RoYSTON 

School. 


approve  of  a  proper  scheme  for  the  management 
the  school,  (a) 


A  petition  of  appeal  vas  presented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  by 
tnisteesy  which  was  dismbsed  on  the  S4th  of  April  1840,  on 
ground  that  the  act  of  parliament  of  the  52  0.5.  e.  lOi.  precl 
an  appeal  from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the  Lord  ChancelloK 

(a)  Note. — The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  cases  reladn 
schools  has  been  considerably  extended  by  the  5&  4  Vici.  e.  77 


he 

e 


-to 


1830. 
August  2. 


SMITH  V.  The  Earl  of  EFFINGHAM. 


The  priorities 
of  incum- 
brancers upon 


TN  1 8 1 7  Mr.  Primrose^  who  possessed  real  estate  in No^ 
Jolkf  granted  the  Plaintiff  a  personal  annuity  of  SS** 

an  estate  were  ^^  year,  which  was  further  secured  by  a  warrant  of 

declared,  and  .        .  . 

a  receiver  ap-    tomey,  on  which,  in  the  same  year,  judgment  was  entered 

Sfrectlonrio^    up  and  docquetted.    The  annuity  falling  into  arrear,  th^ 

keep  down  the  Plaintiff  sued  out  an  elegit^  and  took  some  proceedin 

in  a  suit  to       thereunder,  and  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  in  ordei^ 

which  the  first  to  obtain  possession  of  the  Norfolk  property,  which  h 

incumbrancer  ,  *^        l     m.       .f 

was  not  a  w&s  prevented  doing,  as  he  alleged,  by  an  outstandin 

part};.    The      term.     In  the  mean  time,  and  in  December  1818.  Mr 

first  incnm-  '  ^  ' 

brancer  filed     Primrose  granted  an  annuity  to  a  Mr.  Brawny  and 
the  recover'     cured  it  on  his  real  estates  by  a  demise  thereof  to 

and  the  several  trustee  for  ninety-nine  years;  and  subsequently  to  1818 
parties  to  the    ,  .    i  i       i  •.•       .  j 

former  suit,      he  granted  several  other  annuities  to  persons  named 

to  establish  his   f^z//^  Pearson^  and  Brydges. 
prion ty,  and  "^  ** 

praying  **  that 

if  necessary  A  trust  deed  was  executed  in  1821,  by  Mn  Primrose 

&"£  to  the  Earl  oi  Effingham,  and  other  persons  on  certain 

as  supple-  trusts 

mental  to  the 

first.*'    The  Plaintiff  in  the  second  suit  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restnun  thi 
receiver  from  making  any  further  payments  to  the  other  incumbrancers:   Held  irre- 
gular, and  that  he  ought  to  have  applied  in  the  first  suit  for  leave  to  enforce  hii 
legal  remedies ;  Held  also,  that  the  Court  would  not  on  this  occasion 
whether  this  was  to  be  taken  as  a  supplemental  bill. 
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^X^asts  for  his  creditorsi  which  trusts  were  unknown  to  the 
the  trustees  entered  into  possession. 

In  1829  BrydgeSf  the  last  annuitant,  filed  his  bill  in 
lis  Court  against  the  other  annuitants  and  the  trustees 
uisder  the  creditors'  deed  of  1821,  but  omitted  all  men- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  security ;  and,  in  effect,  he 
sought  to  have  the  several  incumbrances  paid  out  of  the 
estate  of  Mr.  Primrose,  In  this  suit  of  Bn/dges  v. 
Srmon  the  priorities  of  the  several  incumbrancers  (omit- 
ting the  Plaintiff  y  were  declared,  and  the  accounts  of 
the  receipts  of  the  trustees  of  the  creditors'  deed  were 
dureoted  to  be  taken;  the  accounts  were  accordingly 
^^gh,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed  in  that  suit,  who 
"^^s  directed  to  keep  down  the  incumbrances  accord- 
^g  to  the  declared  priorities. 

In  1839  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  against  the  parties 
^^  the  other  suit,  and  their  representatives,  and  against 
^e  receiver,  alleging  that  he  had  been  ignorant  of  these 
Pi^oceedings,  that  the  parties  to  the  other  suit  had 
^^otioe  of  his  claim,  but  had  fraudulently  omitted  making 
^A^xi  party  to  their  suit,  and  that  he  was  prevented  having 
^^^  boiefit  of  his  judgment  by  reason  of  the  outstanding 
SQ:  and  he  prayed  that  he  might  be  declared  first  incum- 
cer  on  the  premises,  —  for  payment  of  the  arrears 
^leout,  and  that  the  receiver  might  pay  over  the 
nee  in  hand,  and  might  be  restrained  from  making 
^  further  payments  unto  the  Defendants ;  ^^  and  that, 
^lecessary,  this  bill  might  be  taken  to  be  a  bill  in  the 
^ore  of  a  bill  of  review  of,  or  of  a  bill  supplemental 
the  former  cause. 


b 


^r 


1839. 


Smith 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Effinoham. 


^)dr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  WiUcock  now  moved,  on  behalf 
^      ^he  Pluntiff,  in  the  second  suit  only,  for  an  injunction 
ling  the  receiver  from  making  any  further  pay- 
ATol.  II.  R  ments 


Smith 

V, 
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18S9.        ments  to  any  of  the  Defendants  until  fbrther  ord< 
They  contended  that  the  Plaintiff,  the  first  incumbranc 
who   had  been  purposely  omitted   from  the   previo 
The  Earl  of    ^^[^  jj^j  ^^^  ^  ^jgjj^  ^  prevent  further  payments  beii 

made  to  his  prejudice  to  the  subsequent  mcumbrance 
They  cited  Lewis  v.  Lard  Zouche  (at),  where  a  jud 
ment  creditor  fildd  a  bill  against  the  owner  of  thje  esti 
and  the  receiver  in  another  suit  who  had  been  order 
to  keep  down  the  previous  incumbrances,  and  it  n 
held  regular,  and,  on  motion,  the  receiver  was  order 
to  pay  the  surplus  into  Court  in  the  second  suit 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Parry ^  for  the  Earl  of  J 
Jingham  and  other  Defendants. 

,  Mr.  Tredaoe  and  Mr.  Piggott^  for  Brcnxm^  contend 
that  this  application  for  an  injunction  against  an  o£B< 
of  the  Court  was  irregular ;  that  it  was  also  irregular 
make  it  in  a  different  suit  from  that  in  which  the  recer 
had  been  appointed ;  that  the  outstanding  term  stated 
the  pleading  was  subsequent  in  date  to  the  judgme 
and  therefore  did  not  affect  it;  that  there  was  the 
fore  no  impediment  to  the  Plaintiff's  recovering  at  la 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  obtained  the  osi 
order  in  the  other  suit  to  be  examined  pro  irUeresse  ^ 
before  the  Master. 

They  also  suggested  that  the  Plaintiff's  securi^  v 
usurious :  they  cited  Bemey  v.  Sewell.  {b) 

Mr.  Pemberiorif  in  reply,  contended,  that  from  1 
frame  of  the  prayer,  this  suit  must  be  considered  si 
plemental  to  the  former,  and  that  the  application  i 
consequently  regular. 


2 


(a)  S  Sim.  388.  (6)  1  Jacob  4*  Walker^  647. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls*  18S9. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  motion  is  incorrect  in  point        Smith 

of  form.  mu     »     t     r 

The  Earl  of 
Efrmghaic* 

The  Plaintiff  is  a  creditor,  by  elegity  of  Mr.  Primrose^ 
and  I  do  not  find  that  there  are  any  obstacles  which 
prevent  his  proceeding  to  enforce  his  remedy  at  law 
except  these, — first,  it  is  alleged  that  there  is  an  out- 
standing term,  and  secondly,  that  a  receiver  has  been 
appointed  in  the  other  suit.  If  the  appointment  of  the 
receiver  were  the  only  obstacle  the  proper  remedy  would 
be  for  the  party  to  ask  leave  in  the  other  suit  to  enforce 
his  legal  remedies,  and  not  to  apply  for  an  injunction  in 
a  different  suit 

With  respect  to  the  outstanding  term,  it  does  appear 
fix)m  some  statement  which  has  been  made  at  the  bar, 
that  there  is  an  outstanding  term  prior  to  the  judgment 
under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims ;  but  then  it  clearly 
appears  that  this  is  not  the  outstanding  term  stated  in 
the  bill,  which  appears  to  be  subsequent  to  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  prior  term  is  not  therefore  the  one  alleged 
against  the  Defendants  in  this  case,  and  they  have  not 
had  the  opportunity  of  meeting  it.  In  this  state  of 
things,  it  does  not  appear  on  the  record  as  it  stands,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  relief  now  asked.  It  is 
said  that  this  bill  may  be  considered  as  supplemental 
to  the  other  suit,  as  it  prays  ^^  that  if  necessary  it  may 
be  taken  to  be  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review 
of,  or  of  a  bill  supplemental  to  "  the  other  cause.  No 
doubt  the  Court  must  some  time  or  other  determine  this 
point,  when  all  the  parties  are  here;  but  it  is  not  a 
question  to  be  determined  now  or  to  be  assumed  on  this 
occasion  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  the  case,  therefore, 
amounts  to  this,  that  an  elegit  creditor  comes  to  stay  the 
execution  of  an  order  in  another  suit     I  will  not  say 

R  2  that 


SS6 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

that  thb  Plaintiff  may  not  be  ultimately  entitled  to 
relief  he  asks,  nor  can  I,  in  the  present  state  of  the  < 
enter  into  the  question  of  usury,  but  I  think  that 
ge  Earl  of   ^^^^j^  '^  irregular,  and  must  be  refused,  with  coste. 


18S9. 


Smith 

9. 


1840. 
Nov,  2. 


HASLAR  V.  HOLLIS. 

rwlHE  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  this  case,  stated 
"*■  opinion  that  a  notice  of  motion  for  liberty  to  i 
supplemental  answer  should  specify  the  new  facts 
tended  to  be  introduced,  and  that  a  notice  of  motioi 
liberty  to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  stating  **  cei 
Jacts,'*  was  not  regular. 

Mr.  Pemberton  for  the  motion. 


1839. 
Nop.  II. 


EATON  V.  SMITH. 


nr^HE  testator  gave    his  personal   estate  to  R 

Smith  and  William  Baker^  upon  trust  to  sell  am 

in,  and  stand  possessed  thereof  in  trust  for  his  chil 

(e3 


A  testator 
ga^e  hit  re- 
siduary pro- 
perty to  two 
trustees  for 
his  children, 
except  Jokn 

who  had  misconducted  himself;  but  the  testator  trusted  his  conduct  would  d 
and  he  gave  his  irutieet  and  the  survivors  of  them^  and  the  executors  and  ac 
strators  of  such  survivor,  power  to  give  to  John  an  eaual  share  with  his  brothei 
usters.  He  appointed  the  two  trustees  executors,  ana  by  a  codicil  appointed  a 
executor;  one  alone  proved  the  will,  and  the  others  renounced.  In  a  state  o 
brought  into  the  Master's  office,  the  sole  executor  and  trustee  stated  that  Joi 
conducted  himself  to  his  satisfaction,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  entitle  him 
equal  share :  Held,  that  the  sole  executor  had  power  to  appoint,  and  had  wi 
pointed  a*  share  to  John, 


n 


By  a  codicil,  the  testator  appointed  William  Monsdale 
*  to  l)e  an  executor  of  his  said  will  jointly  with  Robert 
^^'^ith  and  William  Baker  therein  named.'* 


On  the  testator's  death  Baker  renounced  and  Mons^ 
^le  declined  proving,  whereupon  the  testator's  will  was 
proved  by  Robert  Smith  alone,  power  being  reserved 
^  J^onsdakj  in  the  usual  way,  to  come  in  and  prove.  A 
^ul  having  been  filed  for  the  administration  of  the  testa- 
tor's  estate,  the  business  of  the  testator  was  carried  on 
^nder  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  authority  for  which 
^as  given  to  the  trustees  by  the  will.  The  testator's 
^^i^s  Join  and  George  superintended  the  management 
^  the  business,  and  had  an  allowance  made  them  by 
*^e  Court  for  their  trouble. 

In  a  report  of  the  Master,  dated  January  1828,  he 
^^tified  that  a  state  of  facts  had  been  brought  in  by 
■^^^ficr/  Smithy  the  only  acting  executor  of  the  will  of  the 
^tator,  which  stated  as  follows: — "That  the  said 

R  3  business 
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(excscpt  JbAn).  He  then  proceeded  to  say  that  the  name  1889. 
of  Iiis  son  John  Eaton  had  been  purposely  omitted 
ia  croDsequence  of  his  misconduct,  and  he  "there- 
fore left  him  the  sum  of  5/.;  but  in  the  hope  that  his 
coimduct  as  he  advanced  in  years  might  change,  and  that 
he  ^^rould  behave  and  demean  himself  towards  his  bro- 
thers and  sisters  with  that  kind  affection  and  tenderness 
whioli  was  due  to  them,  and  with  respect  towards  his 
(the  testator's)  executors  and  trustees  thereinbefore 
nam^,  he  thereby  gave  and  granted  unto  his  said 
^>*U8tces,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  and  the  executors 
^i^d  administrators  of  such  survivor,  full  power  and 
^^thority  to  permit  his  son  John  to  have  an  equal  share 
^^    his  said  estate  and  effects  with  his  brothers  and 


£88 
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business  so  carried  on  under  the  superintendence  of  th 
said  Defendant  John  Eaton  had  been  conducted  by  th 
said  Defendant  to  the  satisfaction  of  him  the  said  jBo6fl 
Smith,  and  to  great  advantage ;  and  that  the  said  Jcih 
Eaton  had  in  all  respects  demeaned  and  conducte 
himself  so  well  and  properly,  and  in  such  manner  t 
merit  the  confidence  of  the  said  Robert  Smithy  and  so  i 
to  entitle  him  the  said  John  Eaton  to  an  equal  share  < 
the  said  testator^s  estate  and  effects,  \vith  his  said  bn 
thers  and  sisters."  Robert  Smith  had  made  to  John  Eatc 
advances  on  account  of  his  share  of  the  testator's  estate 
but  no  formal  admission  had  been  made  by  Robti 
Smithj  permitting  him  to  have  an  equal  share  wit 
his  brothers  and  sisters. 


In  September  1828  John  Eaton  died. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions,  and  Ui 
question  was,  whether  John  Eaton  was  entitled  to  a 
equal  share  in  the  testator's  estate  with  his  brothers  an 
sisters. 

WiUiam  Baker  was  stated  to  be  dead  and  WilUm 
Monsdale  to  be  living; 


t 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Girdlestone,  for  the  Plaintiff 
the  other  children  of  the  testator,  contended  that  tl 
power  given  to  the  trustees  could  not  be  executed  b 
Smith  alone,  that  this  was  a  personal  discretion  give 
by  the  testator  to  his  trustees  which  could  not  I 
executed  by  the  Court  or  the  acting  trustee  alone.  [Tl 
Master  of  the  Rolls.  Can  that  be  so  ?  The  authorit 
is  given  to  the  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them,  an 
the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  survivor 
Here  neither  the  trustees  nor  the  survivors,  nor  tl 
executors  nor  administrators  of  the  survivor  have  ex< 

cute 
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cnted  the  power:  besides  this,  the  object  of  the  discre-        18S9. 
tion  is  dead,  and  the  power  is  therefore  terminated. 

Mr.  Kiniersley  and  Mr.  J.  Moorey  for  the  executors, 
and 

Mr.  J.  CampbeU^  for  the  representatives  of  J.  Eaton^ 
were  not  heard  by 

T%€  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  was  clearly  that  his  son  John  should 
have  the  opportunity  of  redeeming  himself  by  his  after 
good  conduct,  and  which  it  was  clear  he  had  done  to  the 
satisfaction  of  Mr.  Smithj  the  acting  trustee ;  and  that 
under  the  circumstances  he  must  hold  that  Smith  had 
approved  of  his  conduct,  and  had  executed  the  power 
which  was  vested  in  him,  and  that  the  representatives  of 
John  Eaton  were  therefore  entitled. 


NELSON  V.  BRIDGES.  Nov.  is. 


I 


N  February  1833  the  Defendant  Bridges  entered  into  Remedy  by 
a  verbal  contract  by  which  he  agreed  to  grant  to  burifter  a^*^ 
the  Plaintiff,  Nelson^  the  right  of  raising  the  stone  under  a  decree  for  spe- 
plot  of  1026  square  yards  of  his  land  at  a  fixed  rent  per  ance'^forThe" 
yard;  the  Plaintiff  entered  and  part  performed  his  agree-  damages  oc- 

,_._-.  J.       ^,  .  .      ,       casioned  to 

ment,  but  Bridges  disregarding  this  arrangement,  m  the  the  Plaintiffby 

following  year  agreed  to  let  the  same  land  to  the  De-  ^^^^^^g'^^^"®" 

feodant  Woodward  for  similar  purposes,  and  he  brought  fendant,  jti^fi- 

an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  Plaintiff  to  turn  him  ^^^{{^^ 

out  of  possession.  subject-matter 

of  the  suit 

In  June   18S4<  the  Plaintiff  filed   his  bill  against 
Bridges  and  Woodward  for  a  specific  performance  of 

i2  4  the 
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18S9.        the  agreement,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restnun  the  ac- 
tion at  law. 


Nelson 

V, 

Bridges. 


The  Plaintiff  had  been  prevented  applying  to  the 
Court  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action  at  law  in 
consequence  of  the  case  stated  by  the  Defendant's  answer; 
the  result  was,  that  the  action  proceeded  and  the  De- 
fendant Bridges  recovered  possession  of  the  land  in  May 
1835,  upon  which  Woodward  entered  and  commenced 
working  a  considerable  portion  of  the  quarry ;  and  in 
April  1837  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance  was 
pronounced. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  1838,  filed  a  supplemental  bill 
against  Bridges  and  Woodward^  stating  these  facts  and 
praying  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  loss  and  damage  sustained  by  the  Plain- 
tiff by  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants  in  the  bill  set 
forth,  and  that  the  amount  might  be  paid  to  the  Plain- 
tiff by  the  Defendants.  The  case  now  came  on  for 
hearing. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Elmsley^  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  relief  now  asked  was  merely  consequent 
on  the  relief  granted  by  the  original  decree;  that  from 
the  additional  circumstances  having  taken  place  pend- 
ing the  suit  they  could  not  be  then  brought  before  the 
Court  upon  the  original  bill. 

That  the  Plaintiff  after  the  decree  in  equity  had  no 
more  than  an  equitable  right,  and  that  a  court  of  law 
would  not  take  cognizance  of  the  fact  of  the  part  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  that,  as  the  Plaintiff  could  not 
maintain  an  action  at  law  for  damages,  he  was  entitled 
to  apply  to  this  Court  for  equitable  relief. 
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jMr.  lUchards  and  Mr.  L.  Wigramj  contra.  18S9. 

TThis  is  a  mere  suit  for  damages  which  the  Court  will 

^  entertaiui  the  proper  remedy  being  by  an  action  at 

it  being  the  legitimate  province  of  a  jury  only  to 

<ss  damages.     If  the  agreement  had  been  in  writing 

t  PlaintifiF  might  have  originally  proceeded  at  law  for 

Zfgs&i  and,  after  the  decree  for  specific  performance 

lis^Jch  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 

cific  performance  of  the  agreement  for  a  licence  to  get 

vie  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  terms  of 

t  licence,  the  Plaintiff  might  have  perfected  the  decree 

obtained  the  licence,  which  would  have  been  ante- 

^tt>^^,  and  he  might  then  have  brought  his  action  at  law. 

^<^    «  recent  case  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Mundy  v. 

•^^^S^  (fl)j  which  was  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance 

^^^     an  agreement  for  a  lease,  the   term  agreed  to  be 

fe*^^Liited  expired  before  the  decree  was  pronounced,  and 

ui^  Lord  Chancellor  directed  the  lease  to  be  antedated 

carder  to  give  the  Plaintiff  a  remedy  on  the  covenants 

the  very  ground  that  damages  could  not  be  obtained 

^nity.     If  this  had  been  done  in  the  present  case, 

^*^:>odttwrrf  would  be  treated  as  a  mere  trespasser,  and 

^^  action  at  law  would  lie  against  him.     As  to  Bridges^ 

*^^  lias  received  no  part  of  the  profits  of  the  stone  which 

been  worked,  he  is  not  therefore  answerable  in  this 

This  is  not  a  suit  for  an  account  of  the  profits 

^o^ved  by  the  Defendants,  but  expressly  asks  for  a 

^rence  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  damage  sus- 

by  the  Plaintiff. 

Ilie  Plaintiff  is  also  barred  by  his  acquiescence  in 
ting  to  Woodward  a  right  of  way  over  his  land  from 
^^  quarry  to  enable  him  to  work  it 

Mr. 

(a)  Nov.  5^  and  />0c.34th,  1839. 
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Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

What  is  now  asked  on  behalf  of.  the  Plaintiff  is 
merely  incidental  to  the  original  relief,  and  which  be 
conld  not  obtain  at  the  first  hearing  because  the  Ads 
took  place  pending  the  suit  and  could  only  have  been 
brought  forward  by  supplemental  bilL     If  these  fiicti 
had  been  known  at  the  former  hearing  the  decree  wooU 
have  been  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  widi 
an  inquiry  as  to  the  injury  sustained  up  to  that  time;  thii 
case  therefore  is  not  like  a  bill  for  damages,  bux  is  supple- 
mental to  the  decree  pronounced.     In  a  case  in  wbick 
the  Court  entertains  jurisdiction,  the  whole  relief  most 
be  had  here,  and  a  party  would  not  be  allowed  to  obtain 
part  of  his  remedy  here  and  part  in  a  court  of  kw.   In 
the  present  case  the  Court  has  assumed  an  eqoitiUe 
jurisdiction,  and  the  Plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  be 
recompensed  for  the  loss  he  has  sustained  to  be  as- 
certained by  means  of  a  reference  to  the  Master.    If  tbe 
subject  of  the  agreement  had  been  land,  the.Flaintiflf 
would  have  been  entitled,  as  of  course,  to  an  aocoimtof 
.the  rents  and  profits :  here  the  profits  are  not  the  Rfltf 
but  the  loss  from  the  abstraction  of  the  stone,  which  the 
Master  can  as  easily  ascertain.     The  Court  firequeody 
refers  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  amount  of 
damages,  as  in  Denton  v.  Stewart  {a) ;  so  in  the  cases  of 
an  alleged  trespass  by  an  officer  of  the  Court,  where  Ae 
Court  will  not  permit  an  action  at  law  to  proceed^  bnti^ 
iers  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  amount  of  damages,  (i) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  has  already  been  declared  that  the  Plwitiff  is  en- 
titled to  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreemeDt;  but 

pending 

{a)  1  Car,  258.  1  Keen^  749.  and  the  caiei  there 

(h)  8ee  Ckalie  v.  Pickerings     cited. 
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sending  the  proceedings,  the  very  subject  of  the  agree- 
nent»  to  which  the  Plaintiff  has  by  the  decree  been 
leclared  entitled,  has  been  abstracted.  The  stone, 
yr  a  quantity  of  the  stone,  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  licence  to  quarry,  has  actually  been  taken 
iway  by  the  Defendant  Wordgaxnih^  so  that,  while 
;he  performance  of  the  agreement  has  been  resisted 
ind  delayed  by  the  Defendants,  they,  or  one  of  them 
It  least,  has  taken  away  a  portion  of  the  very  subject 
[natter  of  the  suit,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  been  thereby 
hr  ever  deprived  of  the  full  benefit  of  his  contract  If 
that  circumstance  had  been  known  at  the  first  hearing, 
[  cannot  have  the  least  doubt  but  that  the  Court  would, 
in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  have  put  in  a  due 
Mmrse  of  investigation  the  question  of  the  amount  'of 
Dompensation  which  ought  to  be  made  to  the  Plaintiff. 
This  matter,  it  appears,  was  not  brought  to  the  attention 
(yf  the  Court  at  that  time,  and  a  supplemental  bill  is 
DOW  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
compensation.  It  is  said  that  such  compensation  might 
originally  have  been  had  at  law,  or,  if  not,  that  at  least 
It  might  have  been  obtained  at  law  by  perfecting  the 
decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  in 
some  particular  form.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not 
necessary  for  thb  Court  when  it  has  once  entertained 
jurisdiction  in  a  case  to  resort  to  that  circuitous  mode  of 
giving  relief;  I  think,  moreover,  that  if  this  matter  had 
been  before  the  Court  at  the  first  hearing,  it  would  have 
been  put  in  a  proper  train  of  investigation.  Under  these 
circumstances  therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Plain- 
tiff is  now  entitled  to  relief,  but  the  form  in  which  that 
relief  is  to  be  given  is  certainly  a  matter  of  very  serious 
X>n8ideration.  I  think  that  the  amount  of  what  is  due 
to  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  be  ascertained  by  means  of  an 
iction  at  law,  and  I  do  not  clearly  see  how  it  can  be 
satisfactorily  done  in  any  other  way.  In  this,  and  per- 
haps 


1889. 


Nelson 

BftlDOBS. 
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Nelson 

V, 

Bridges. 


haps  in  all  other  cases,  the  profit  made  by  the  Defend- 
ant is  not  the  measure  of  the  damages  done  to  the 
Plaintiff,  for  we  find  that  the  quarry  was  not  worked  in 
a  way  to  make  the  most  of  it;  Mr.  Bndgesj  thinking 
the  validity  of  the  licence  which  he  had  given  to 
fVardswortk  to  be  doubtful,  discouraged  his  working  it 
pending  the  proceedings,  so  that  Wordsworth  took  only 
that  stone  which  it  was  convenient  for  him  to  take,  and 
he  did  not  therefore  work  it  in  the  profitable  way  in 
which  the  Plaintiff  would  have  worked  it.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  Defendants  are  correct  when  they  say  that 
this  is  a  case  of  damages  and  not  of  account,  because 
it  is  to  recover  something  which  cannot  be  ascertained 
by  taking  an  account  of  the  profits  made,-^it  is  to  ascer^ 
tain  the  amount  of  the  loss  which  the  Plaintiff  has  sus- 
tained by  being  prevented  doing  that  which  it  has  been 
declared  he  was  entided  to  do.  I  think  the  proper 
mode  of  assessing  the  amount  of  the  damage  will  be  to  ' 
require  the  Defendants  to  admit  such  facts  as  are  neces-  * 
sary,  and  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  to 
ascertain  quantum  datnnificaius. 


Extract  from  Decree. 

Decree,  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Bridget  do  proceed  to  an  acdon 
on  the  following  issue,  namely,  "  What  is  the  amount  of  the  lois 
and  damage  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  his  trade  or  buuoesi 
mason  and  stone  delver,  or  otherwise,  by  reason  or  in  consequeoce 
of  the  non-performance  and  breach  by  the  said  Defendant  of  the 
agreement  entered  into  by  him  the  Plainti^"  [stating  it],  and  the 
Defendant  was  ordered  to  admit  the  agreement,  that  the  Pkiatiff 
was  lawfully  [>ossessed  and  in  the  occupation  of  the  ground,  and 
was  wrongfully  turned  out  of  possession  by  the  Defendant. 
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STEAD  V.  NELSON.  ^ov.  is. 

N  the  marriage  of  Joseph  Waterworth  with  Jtdia  Freeholds 
Boothj  in  November  1831,  a  freehold  estate  was  bylease^anS 

conveyed  by  lease  and  release  to  two  trustees  and  their  release^  to 
,  .  trustees  to  the 

beirs,  **  To  the  use  of  the  said  Julia  Booth  for  and  me  of  a  feme 

daring  the  term  of  her  natural  life  to  and  for  her  own  ^'^'''  /^'  ^^ 

^y  separate  use 

^le  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  or  to  the  use  of  such  for  life,  or 
/>erson  or  persons  as  the  said  Jvlia  Booths  by  writing  ^^^  p  ",^on 
un€ier  her  hand  and  seal,  should  at  any  time  during  her  as  she  should 
intended  coverture  direct  or  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  sealed,  &c. 
such  direction  or  appointment,  then  in  trust  to  pay  the  ?ppoint,  and 
''^exx.tSi  issues  and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  Hppointment 
premises  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  said  Julia  Booth,  Jh  J^'J^'J'"^ 
^^  otherwise  to  permit  her  to  receive  the  same  for  and  her  for  her 
dear  log  her  natural  life,  to  and  for  her  sole  and  separate  ^he  huslrand 

wholly  and  independently  of  the  said  Joseph  Water-  *"^  .^^"^  ^y 
,  r  .  ,.  i.ji_       wnting  not 

and  without  the  same  bemg  subject  to  his  debts  under  seal,  for 

engagements ;  and  the  receipts  of  the  said  Jidia  Booth  ^d"^^|^n^°" 

•xie,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  were  thereby  de-  undertook  to 

-Wired  to  be  good  and  sufficient  discharges  for  so  much  mortgage  of 

tbe  said  rents   and   profits  as   should  therein  be  the  property 

^nowledged  or  expressed  to  be  received ;  and  from  xhe  husband  * 

aaer  the  decease  of  the  said  Julia  Booths  to  the  use  ^'^^  and  no 

mortgage  had 
^be  said  Joseph  Waterworth  for  life,"  with  remainder  been  executed: 

tJie  use  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  with  remain-  ^^^5^^*^^  ^^s 

^^•^  to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  Julia  Booth  should  binding  upon 

^5^   instrument  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  ^ifg.  * 

T^^^  or  more  credible  witnesses  appoint,  and  in  default 

^^eof  to  the  use  of  her  brothers  and  sisters. 

^n  March  \%^^  Joseph   Waterworth  and  Julia  his 
borrowed  2502,  firom  a  Mr.  Marshall^  and  there- 
upon 
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]839.  upon  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Steady  by  indentures  of  lease  an< 
release  and  appointment,  appointed  and  released  th< 
property  in  question  to  Marshall  in  fee,  by  way  of  mort 
gage,  to  secure  the  250/. 

In  September  1835  Joseph  Waterworth  and  Mia  Jii 
wife  borrowed  1202.  from  the  Plainti£F,  for  which  the 
gave  their  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  and  the 
thereupon  signed  and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  a  meoM 
randum,  not  under  seal,  whereby  they  agreed  when  re 
quested  to  ^'  appoint,  grant,  release  and  convey  i 
mortgage*'  the  property  comprised  in  the  ^ettlemen 
unto  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns  (or  ever,  an* 
that  they  would  enter  into  all  the  usual  and  reascMiaU 
mortgage  covenants ;  they  also  undertook  to  insure  tfa 
life  of  Mrs.  Waterworth  for  the  purpose  of  better  seem 
ing  the  120/. 

Mr.  Waterworth  died  in  18S6  leaving  two  childrei 
and  his  assets  were  found  insufficient  to  pay  his  ddbti 
MarshalPs  debt  was,  however,  paid  by  means  of  a  polio 
which  had  been  effected,  and  the  remainder  out  crf^  Ml 
Waterworth's  assets. 

The  Plaintiff's  debt  remaining  unpaid,  he  filed  thi 
bill  against  Mrs.  Jtdia  Waterworthj  who  had  marrie 
Mr.  Nelson^  and  against  her  husband,  and  a  second  ii 
cumbrancer,  praying  a  declaration  that  he  was  in  eqoit 
entitled  to  a  valid  mortgage  of  the  property,  and  tha 
subject  to  the  interest  of  the  children  and  by  virtue  i 
the  memorandum,  he  was  entitled  to  an  equitable  lie 
upon  the  said  property,  and  for  an  account  and  cons< 
quential  relief. 

There  was  another  question,  whether  the  Plaintiff 
security  was  entitled  to  priority  over  one  subsequei 
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^IMr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Metcalfe^  contra.  The  estate 
''^^^  conveyed  to  trustees  to  the  use  of  Mrs.  fVaterworth 
foir  life  for  her  separate  use,  a  legal  estate  for  life  became 
™^*efore  vested  in  her,  which  could  only  be  parted  with 
"y  the  due  execution  of  the  appointment  under  seal,  or 
V}^  the  usual  legal  modes  of  conveyance  of  a  Jeme 
^*^^^erf  8  estate.  Neither  of  these  have  been  done,  and 
^^  instrument,  not  being  under  seal,  is  invalid  as  an 
mtion  under  the  power. 


-^gain,  if  the  interest  for  her  separate  use  be  of  an 
^%^^table  nature,  that  equitable  estate  lasted  only  during 

the 

(a)  13  Fa,  501. 


in  date  of  a  Mr.  Totson^  who  had  taken  his  moitgags       1989* 
with  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  charge^  but  who  bad  got  in 
an  outstanding  term. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  K.  Parker^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
contended  that  the  agreement  was  binding  on  the  wife, 
for  that  the  property  being  settled  to  her  separate  use 
she  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  to  be  considered 
with  respect  to  it  as  Vifeme  sole;  in  that  view  the  agree- 
ment was  binding  on  her,  and  on  her  separate  property, 
over  which  she  had  not  been  deprived  of  the  power  of 
Juaticipation ;  that  even  if  the  instrument  were  defec- 
-tfve  in  form,  this  Court  would  aid  it  in  favour  of  a  pur^ 
chaser  for  valuable  consideration. 

That  this  case  was  like  Witts  v.  DaoDkins{a\  where 
pjToperty  had  been  settled  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
liKx^band  and  wife,  upon  trust  for  such  person  as  the 
wmj^b  should  appoint,  and  in  default  to  the  separate  use 
oF  uhe  wife,  and  an  agreement  for  sale  entered  into  by 
th^    husband  and  wife  was  established  against  the  pur- 
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1889.        the  life  of  her  husband,  so  that  in  this  view  of  the 
she  had  an  equitable  interest  during  the  joint  lives 
herself  and  husband,  with  a  legal  remainder  during  hen 
own  life ;    and  this  reversionary  interest  could  not,  ac 
cording  to  the  case  of  Stiffe  v.  Everiti  (a),  be  convey 
during  the  coverture. 

The  contract  of  a  married  woman  is  void,  and  so  fi^^sC^ 


as  the  agreement  rested  in  contract  it  is  wholly  inv 
against  Mrs.  Nelson. 


The  case  of  Witts  v.  Dawlcins  does  not  apply*    The 
the  husband  and  wife  offered  to  make  a  good  title 
fine  or  otherwise,  which  it  is  plain  they  might  do  by 
execution  of  the  power  of  appointment,  which  w 
vested  in  the  wife. 


JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  estate  was  vested  in  Mrs.  TVaterworth  for  her  1 
for  her  separate  use.  Now,  supposing  a  legal  estate 
have  been  vested  in  her,  a  court  of  law  would  take 
notice  of  the  words  ^^  for  her  separate  use/'  but  in 
Court  those  words  would  give  her  during  coverture  t 
same  right  over  the  estate  as  she  would  have  had 
she  had  been  ajeme  sole.     Having  that  right,  she  en 
into  a  contract,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  a  sum 
120/.,  she  agrees  to  execute  a  mortgage  of  this  estai 
That  which  was  vested  in  her  and  over  which  her  po 
extended  was  her  life  estate.     It  is  true  that  her 
might  be  prolonged  beyond  the  life  of  her  husband^ 
so,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  she  would  then  ha 
both  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law,  an  absolute  power 
disposition  over  that  life  estate,  and  I  cannot  say  that^ 
think  that  the  analogy  of  a  reversionary  interest  in 


(a)  iMjfL^Cr.ol. 


if 


f 
I 
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chose  en  action  in  any  way  applies  to  this  case.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  she  had  a  power  to  enter  into  this 
agreement,  which  must  be  specifically  performed  with  'v, 

costs,  and  it  must  be  declared  that  the  PlaintifPs  mort-      Nelson. 
gage  is  entitled  to  priority  over  that  of  Mr.  Tolsoti. 


1840. 

MARTIN  V.  SWANNELL.  Mareh\i,\2. 

19. 

^I^HE  testator  having  given  his  real  and  personal  estate  A  testator 

-*•    to  his  wife  for  life,  proceeded  to  make  a  distinct  gift  jj^j  pereonal 

AS  follows:  —  "  And  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  ^??'^*^.^" 

said  wife,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  my  aforesaid  and  after  her 

Teal  and   personal   estate,   unto  and  among  my  three  a^ease"""'® 

,  .  *^°"  amongst 

^hildren^  Phcebe^  Elizabeth  and  Tryce^  and  their  Uvmjvl  his  three 

^sstie,  in  such  proportions^  manner  and  form^  and  subject  j^  ^si^T  *' 

Mo  such  restrictions,  charges  and  declarations^  as  she  my  and  their  kw- 

^said  wife  by  Sfc.  Sfc.  shall  appoint.''     There  was  no  gift  suchpropor- 

over  in  default  of  appointment.  ^on«?  manner 

and  form,  and 

subject  to  such 

The  testator  died  in  1831,  leaving 'his  wife  and  three  charces,  Ac, 

'  °  as  his  wife 

children  surviving.  should  ap- 

point :"  Held, 
that  in  default 
In  1833  the  testator's  daughterP^<a?^^  died,  leaving  a  ofappoint- 

son  and  two  daughters;  and  subsequently  in  1835  the  children  took 

widow,  by  deed  reciting  the  death  of  Phoebe  leaving  estat^tail, 

and  tnat  an 
children,  appointed  the  real  and  personal  estate  (ex-  appointment 

cept  one  acre   and    100/.)    "  to  hej-  daughters  Phoebe  chndlTnrt^e 
and  Elizabeth,    and  to   her  son   T?yce,  and  the  heirs  heirs  of  her 
of  their  respective  bodies,   in   equal   shares,  as  tenants  iny^j. 
in   common;''   and  she  appointed  the   one   acre   and 
the   100/.    to    all   the   persons    objects   of   her  power 
as   joint-tenants,   and   to   their  heirs,    executors,    ad- 
VoL.  II.  S  .  ministrators 
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Mabtin 
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ministrators  and  assigns,  and  if  need  be  to  the  heirs^ 
of  their  bodies,  for  the  largest  estate  which  she  had  the: 
power  to  appoint;  and  the  share  of  Phcebe  she  d 
clared  was  to  be  subject  and  charged  with  the  pay 
nient  to  her  daughter  Elizabeth  of  600/.,  and  sh 
appointed  the  same  to  Elizabeth  accordingly. 

The  widow  died  in   1885,  and  a  bill  having  bee^ 
filed  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  parties,  the  cause  no' 
came  on  for  hearing. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  B.  S.  Follett,  for  Ttyce  Mart~ 
the    heir-at-law  of  the  testator,   contended   that    t 
appointment  of  a  share  to  Phcebe  and  the  heirs  of 
body  was  invalid,  Phcebe  being  dead  at  the  time;  a 
there  being  no  gifl  over,  that  this  share  in  the 
estates  was  therefore  undisposed  of,  and  belonged  to  i 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator.      Boyle  v.  JTie  Bishop 
Peterborough  (a).  Butcher  v.  Butcher.  (6) 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Webster^  for  the  testa 
daughter  Elizabeth  and  her  husband,  admitted  the  in 
lidity  of  the  appointment  to  Phoebe^  and  contended 
there  was  a  gift  to  the  children  of  the  testator  in  tail, 
ject  to  a  power  of  appointment  vested  in  the  widow. 
cited  Brawn  v.  Higgs  (c).   The  Duke  of  Marlborough 
Godolphin  (rf),  Harding  v.  Glyn  (e\  Casterton  v.  Suth 
^«^fe)j  I-yon  V.  Mitchell  (h)^  Jesson  v.  fVright.{i) 


^ 


^. 


Mr.  KoCf  for  the  son  and  heir  of  Phcebe,  contend 
that  she  took  an  estate  tail,  either  under  or  in  defa 


(a)  A  rM.jun.299. 

(b)  9  Fes.  382. 

(c)  8  r«.561.,  5  Vei.506. 
id)  9  Fes.ei. 

{e)  8  Vei.  570. 


g)  9  Vet,  445.,  Sug.  Pom. 

edit.  176. 

{h)  1  Mad.  467. 

(t)  5  Mauleif  S.  95.,  S  S&- 
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of  appointment,  and  that  this  share  had  therefore  de- 
scended to  her  heir. 

Mr.  Tinney^  for  the  younger  children  of  Phcebcj  ad- 
mitted the  appointment  to  her  to  be  void,  but  con- 
tended, that  under  the  word  issue^  the  children  took  by 
purchase  destributively.  Hockley  v.  Mawbey.  {a) 

Mr.  Kindersley  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolijs.  I  must  consider  the  ap- 
pointment to  Phoebe  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  as  invalid, 
but  that  the  600/.  were  well  appointed.  The  only  remain- 
ing question  is,  whether  an  appointment  to  the  children 
of  Phcebe  would  have  been  a  good  appointment,  if  so, 
all  the  rest  will  follow. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  widow  of  the  testator,  Robert  Martin^ 
has  not  duly  exercised  her  power  of  appointment,  as  to 
an  undivided  part  of  the  estate  devised  by  his  will,  and 
the  question  is,  to  whom  the  unappointed  share  belongs. 
[[His  Lordship  stated  the  devise.] 

There  is  no  gift  in  default  of  appointment,  so  that 
the  right  to  the  unappointed  share  depends  entirely  on 
the  effect  of  the  words  just  stated. 

A  devise  unto  and  amongst  the  three  children  and 
their  lawful  issue  would  entitle  the  three  children  to 
the  real  estate  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail.  To  the 
words  which  give  the  estate  are  immediately  subjoined 
irords  creating  the  power  by  which  the  wife  is  enabled 

to 

(a)  1  r«.jun.  142. 
S  2 


March  19. 
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Martin 

V. 
SWANNELL. 


to  nominate  and  determine  the  proportions,  manner 
and  form^  in  which  the  shares  are  to  be  taken,  and  the 
restrictions,  charges  and  declarations,  to  which  they 
are  to  be  subjected ;  and  it  is  argued,  that  the  words 
creating  this  power  clearly  shew  an  intention  that  the 
issue  of  the  children  were  to  take  distributively  in  con- 
currence with  their  parents ;  that  all  persons  comprised 
within  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^'  issue,"  must  be 
deemed  to  be  distinct  objects  of  the  power ;  and  that  as 
the  word  ^'  issue"  denotes  the  object  of  the  power,  it 
must  also  be  taken  to  denote  distinct  objects  of  the 
devise,  and  cannot  be  construed  as  a  word  of  limit- 
ation. 


The  case  of  Hockley  v.  Maiobey  {a)  was  cited  as  an 
authority  for  this  argument ;  but  in  that  case  the  devise 
was  to  the  testator's  son  Richard^  and  his  issue  law- 
fully begotten,  to  be  divided  among  them  as  he  should 
think  fit  The  issue  were  objects  of  the  power  to  be 
exercised  by  the  father ;  and  it  is  plain,  that  as  amongst 
themselves,  they  were  to  take  distributively.  In  the 
present  case  it  does  not  appear  that  the  testator  has 
employed  words  from  which  it  is  necessary  to  be  in — 
ferred,  that  the  children  and  all  their  issue  who  migha.^ 
come  into  esse  in  time,  were  to  take  concurrently 
distributively. 


Supposing  the  estates  given  to  be  estates  tail  in 
children,  the  issue  would  take  by  way  of  limitation ;  a 
the  parents,  having  estates  tail,  might  do  the  things 
which  the  power  extended ;  and  the  power  not 
exercised  by  the  widow,  I  think  that  the  words 
the  estate  must  be  construed  in  the  ordinary  way,  ai 
that  the  effect  of  them  is  to  give  the  estates  tail  in 
real  estate  to  the  children  of  the  testator. 

(a)  1  Fei.jun.  14S. 
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WARBURTON  v.  The  LONDON  and  BLACK-  Dec.  s,  e. 

WALL  Railway  Company. 

I^N  the  16th  of  Novembef'  this  bill  was  filed,  and  on  The  Plaintiff 

^■^  the  18th  the  Plaintiffs  obtained  ex  parte  a  special  gpedal  inUmc- 

injunction  restraining  the  Defendants  from  proceeding  ll^*^^^® 

in  their  excavations  near  the  Plaintiff's  houses.  sub^uently 

filed  a  general 
demurrer. 
On  the  25th  of  November  the  Defendants  moved  be-  after  which, 

fore   the   Vice-Chancellor   to  dissolve   the   injunction,  demurr»had* 

which  motion  was  standing  for  iudirment.  been  set  down, 

^        ^     ^  the  Plaintiff 

obtuned  an 

On   the   26th    of  November  the  Defendants  filed  a  order  of  course 

to  amend, 
general  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  and  on  the  follow-  •<  without  pre* 

ing  day  (the  27th  of  November),  and  before  the  demurrer  jn^un^ti^n  ..^ 

c^ould  be  set  down,  the  Plaintiff,  upon  petition,  obtained  Held  regular. 

as  of  course  at  the  Rolls  an  order  **  to  amend  thehr  bill  ^urrcr  the 

as  they  should  be  advised,  without  prejudice  to  the  in^  Plaintiff  may, 
,..,.,.  p^^  „  before  it  has 

Junction  issued  in  this  cause,  upon  payment  ot  205.  costs,     been  argued, 

and  undertaking  to  amend  within  three  weeks.  obtain  ui 

course  to 

It  Was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  that  *!™,!°l!j!lL 

only  question 

this  order  to  amend  should  be  varied  by  omitting  the  is,  what  costs 
words  "without  prejudice  to  the  injunction  issued  in  and  that  de^ 

this  cause.**  pends  upon 

whether  the 
demurrer  has 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bigg,  in  support  of  the  mo-  ^^^^  ^^  ^°^" 
tion,  contended,  that  by  obtaining  an  order  to  amend 
after  the  demurrer  had  been  filed,  the  Plaintiff  had  sub- 
mitted to  the  demurrer  and  admitted  that  there  was  no 
equity  to  sustain  the  bill,  and  that  consequently  there 
could  be  no  equity  to  support  the  injunction;  that  if 
the  demurrer  had  been  allowed  on  argument,  the  cause 

S  3  would 
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would  have  been  out  of  court,  and  the  injunction  would 
have  gone,  unless  the  Court  upon  an  examination  of  the 
merits  thought  fit  to  order  otherwise ;  that  consequently 
an  order  of  this  description  was  not  an  order  of  course, 
but  ought,  if  at  all,  to  have  been  obtained  on  a  special 
application  shewing  the  merits ;  that  the  Plaintiff  by  his 
amendments  might  possibly  strike  out  the  very  facts  on 
which  his  right  to  the  injunction  was  founded. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  G.  Russell^  contra.  Whea  _ 
an  injunction  has  been  granted  on  the  merits  a  motioi^H 
to  amend  without  prejudice  to  it  is  a  motion  of  course  r 
that  was  decided  in  Pratt  v.  Archer,  (a)  The  case  of  if» 
common  injunction  is  different;  so  far,  then,  the  ordeK^ 
is  regular,  and  it  cannot  be  affected  by  the  demurrev  ^ 
which  has  never  been  set  down  for  argument. 

The  Court  will  never  suppose  that  the  Plaintiff  will.  1 
in  amending  the  bill,  strike  out  the  very  merits  whiclrr? 
sustain  his  injunction. 


The  Defendants  are  irregular  in  asking  to  vary  th^ 
order :  the  proper  application  would  have  been  to  dis- 
charge it  altogether. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply.  The  Defendants  could  not 
discharge  the  order  altogether,  for  so  far  as  it  seeks 
liberty  to  amend,  it  is  regular. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

An  order  to  amend  will  not  prejudice  either  the 
special  or  common  injunction  {a\  and  it  would  be  so 
whether  the  words  "without  prejudice"  were  inserted 

or 

{a)  \  S.  4"  S.  453.;  and  see      neral  Order  of  9th  Mai/  1839, 
2  Sim,  488.  and  the  Second  Ge-      1  Beavan,  x. 
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or  not;   the  usual  course,  however,  is  to  insert  these 
words. 

In  this  case  a  general  demurrer  has  been  interposed 
between  the  order  for  the  injunction  and  the  order  to 
amend ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  that  makes  any 
difference.  It  is  said  that  the  order  to  amend  after 
demurrer  admits  there  are  no  merits ;  that  may  be  so  for 
some  purposes,  but  is  not  so  in  a  practical  sense. 

I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  amendments  which  the 
Plaintiff  may  make ;  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
order  has  been  regularly  obtained.  I  think  this  case 
has  occurred  before,  and  will  therefore  inquire. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  order  is  irregular.  Whether 
expressed  to  be  without  prejudice  or  not,  an  order  to 
amend  does  not  affect  the  injunction.  When  a  de- 
murrer is  filed,  the  Plaintiff  is  nevertheless  at  liberty, 
before  it  has  been  argued,  to  obtain  an  order  of  course 
to  amend  his  bill,  and  the  amendment  will  not  prejudice 
the  injunction ;  the  only  question  is,  the  amount  of  costs 
to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  depends  on  whether 
the  demurrer  has  been  set  down  or  not.  This  motion 
is  irregular,  and  must  be  refused  with  costs. 


Dec.  6. 
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J'^^^'  BUTTON  V.   BUTTON. 


A  testator  "fj  y  his  will,  dated  in  1838,  the  testator,  after  givi 

estate  to  "^^  a  leasehold  and  his  household  goods,  monies,  I 

JaiwM,  upon  ^Q  jjjg  ^jfg^  «  subject  to  the  payment"  of  certain  legaci 

testator's  wife  gave  as    follows :  —  "I  give  unto   my  brother  Jar 

life  aiSuitw^  Button   my   three   cottages    or    tenements,   situate 

her  decease  Castor  in  the   county  of  Lincoln^  upon  trust  to  pay 

est^  to  Tho-  ^y  ^^    ^^^^   ^^^^   Elizabeth  Button^  or  her  assig 

mat.  The  tes-  the  sum  of  18t  per  year  during  the  term  of  her  natu 

tator  also  gave  i    /.      i        i                »    •           j  i              t     i 

a  second  estate  hie;  and  after  her  decease,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  sa 

to  James,  cottages   or   tenements,  with  the  yard,  outhouses  a 

upon  trust  to  °                                                 . 

pay  testator's  appurtenances    thereto    belonging     unto    my    brotl 

vea^  for'lffe,  Thomas  Buttofiy  his  heirs  or  assigns  for  ever,   on   cc 

and  after  her  dition  of  his  paying  unto  my  nephew  J.  B.  the  sum 

QGC6&SG  he 

gave  this  estate  ^^^'      ^  ^^^  &^^  ""^^  "^y  ^^*^  brother  James  Buii 

absolutely  to  j^y  share  or  part  of  the  land  left  by  my  father  betwc 

James;  and  he  "^                      I        i         rnr             ▼>                . 

declared,  that  me  and  my  brother  Thomas  Button^  situate  at  Cas 

*h    Id"    1    t  *^f^''®s*^^j   upon    trust   to   pay    to   my   said   dear  w 

or  refuse  to  or  her  assigns  the  sum  of   28/.   per  year  during  t 

nmties  from  ^'*™  ®^  ^^^'  natural  life ;  and  after  her  decease,  I  gi 

either  of  the  and  bequeath  my  share  or  part  of  the  said  land  w 

enirl  estates 

vhen  they  ^'^^    buildings   thereon    unto   my    said    brother  Jan 

became  due,  Button,  his  heirs  or   assigns    for   ever.      I  direct  tl 

that  his  wife  ° 

should  have  the  said  two  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  46/.  per  ye 

power  of  sell-  j^^        -j    ^^            g,^;j    ^jf^     Elizabeth    Button   or    I 

mg  the  estates,  <                     ^ 

and  to  appro-  assigns    qiiarteriy,  on  the   1st  of  January^    the  1st 

money  to  her  ^P^^h  the  Jst  of  July  and  the  1st  of  October  in  evi 

own  use.  The  year,  and  each  quarterly  payment  to  be  made  within  o 

sufficient  to  month  after  becoming  due ;  and  I  hereby  declare  thai 

pay  the  an- 

nuities:  Held, 

that  the  widow  had  a  right  to  sell  unless  James  paid  the  full  amount  of  the  i 

nuities,  but  that  he  was  not  personally  bound  to  pay  them'. 
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iny  said  brother  James  Button  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
pa.y  the  quarterly  sums  of  money  above  mentioned  from 
ei^l^^r  of  the  said  estates  when  they  become  due,  my 
>vill  is  that  my  said  wife  shall  have  full  power  to  sell 
eith  ^r  or  both  of  the  said  estates  by  auction,  or  in  such 
maxmner  as  she  may  think  fit  after  the  expiration  of  two 
months  from  the  time  of  my  said  brother  James  But" 
ton*s  neglect  or  refusal  to  make  the  said  quarterly  pay- 
men  ts,  and  appropriate  the  money  arising  from  such  sale 
to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit;"  and  he  gave  the 
ue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife. 
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mTames  Button  was  in  possession  of  the  second-men- 
tioned premises  at  the  decease  of  the  testator,  and 
^^^ritinued  in  such  possession ;  but  the  rent  thereof  was 
"^^  holly  inadequate  to  pay  the  annuity  of  28/.,  and  the 
remained  unpaid,  James  Button  was  however  willing 
pay  to  the  widow  the  whole  amount  of  the  rents.  The 
^^^iclow,  by  this  bill,  insisted  that  she  was  entitled  to  have 
immediate  sale  of  the  premises  for  payment  of  the 
and  accruing  payments  ;  and  secondly,  that  the 
-"^fetidant,  James  Button^  having  accepted  the  devise, 
took  the  estate  subject  to  the  condition  of  paying  the 
'^U  amount  of  the  annuities  for  which  he  had  become 
personally  liable. 

^^r.  Pemberton  and    Mr.    Thomas    Turner^   for  the 
Plaintiff. 

^^wr,  Bethettj  contra^  cited  Doe  v.  Wrighte.  {a) 


In 


da 


Master  of  the  Rolls. 

considering  this  case,  I  must  take  the  several 

s  in  this  will  together,  in  order  to  collect  from 

them, 
Ca)  8  ^.  4- Arf.  710. 
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Button 

V. 

Button. 
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them,  if  possible,  the  intention  of  the  testator.  I  am  < 
opinion  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  apparent  o 
this  will  was  this,  that  his  wife  should  have  a  prov 
sion  secured  to  her  to  the  extent  of  these  two  annw 
sums.  He  may  not  have  provided  for  it  in  a  mod 
strictly  in  accordance  with  technical  rules,  but  he  hf 
directed  that  one  estate  should  pay  18/.  and  the  oth< 
estate  should  pay  the  sum  of  28/.  a  year,  without  direct 
ing  the  payments  to  be  made  out  of  the  rents  and  profit 
The  case  of  the  first  annuity  is  certainly  exposed  to  th 
difficulty  which  has  been  pointed  out  by  the  Defendant 
counsel,  that  there  is  a  gift  over  to  another  person  afia 
the  death  of  the  wife. 


The  testator,  however,  directs  the  specific  paymen 

of  these  particular  sums  on  the  several  quarter  daji 

and  then  he  says,  that  if  John  Button  should  neglect  — 

refuse  to  pay  the  quarterly  sums  above  mentioned  fi-(B 

either  of  the  said  estates  when  they  became  due,  h~ 

will  was,  that  his  wife  should  have  full  power  to  sm 

either  or  both  of  the  said  estates  by  auction,  or  in  su«* 

manner  as  she  might  think  fit  after  the  expiration  of  t^ 

months  from  the  time  of  his  said  brother's  neglect  or  i^ 

fusal  to  make  the  payments,  and  appropriate  the  mona* 

arising  from  such  sale  for  her  own  use  and  benefit.  Tb: 

gentleman  has  not  made  the  payments,  and  the  reasd 

which  he  gives  for  not  making  them  is  not,  as  I  conceiv 

an  answer  to  the  Plain tifPs  claim.     He  says  the  ren 

have  not  produced  enough  to  pay  these  annual  sunr 

to  the  testator's  widow :  the  consequence  then  is,  thm 

the  wife  has  a  power  to  sell  the  estate,  and  I  apprehend 

she  must  now  be  declared  to  have  the  benefit  of  tha 

power.     If  the   Defendant  John  Button  is  desirous  o 

preventing  the  execution   of  that  power,  he   has   tbt 

means  of  doing  so,  by  making  the  payments  ;  if  he  obc 

jects  to  do  that,  and  I  think  he  is  under  no   personi* 

obligation 
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obligation  to  do  it,  then  the  power  attaches,  and  I  think        1840. 

the  Plaintiflr  will  be  entitled  to  a  decree  for  a  sale.     The      ^^^^^ 

costs  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  v. 

Button. 


See  TaUfoi  v.  The  Earl  of  Radnor,  3  Myl.  4-  K.  S52. 


MILLER  V.  LITTLE.  Jan.u. 

^■^XIE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  March  18  J  2,  gave  A  testator  be- 

"■^     and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  and  trustees  in  many  of  JU* 

these    words :   "  As  many  of  my  shares  in  the  Grand  <^*1»^  ^hwes 

T  .       •  T     I    II  I  as  he  should 

J  unction  Canal  Navigation  as  I  shall  leave  children  me  leave  children 

survivmg,  or  born  in  due  time  after  my  death ;"  he  then  J||^  XudT^' 
declared  die  trusts  of  this  gift  to  be  to  stand  possessed  shares  to  be 
**  of  one  of  such  shares  in  the  said  Grand  Junction  ^ch^ofh^I 
Canal  Navigation  "  for  each  of  his  "  children  whom  he  children.    At 
should  leave  him  surviving,  or  as  should  be  born  in  due  .^in  he  had 
^nae   after  his  death,"  and  their  children,  in  manner  eight  shares 

*  and  seven 

^Herein  mentioned.  children,  and 

at  his  death 
.  ^e  had  ten 

The  testator  had  eight  canal  shares  at  the  time  of  his  shares  and 

^Hl,  and  ten  at  the  time  of  his  death.  ^IfJ^^^^^ . 

Held,  that  the 

l^e  testator  had  s6ven  children  at  the  time  of  making  specific. 
Ais  w^ill,  and  eleven  at  his  death,  and  one  of  the  questions 
Was,  ^inrhether  the  bequest  of  these  shares  was  a  general 
^^  *  specific  bequest 


^i**   Pemberian  and  Mr.  Evans^  for   the   Plaintiffs, 
^^gue^  that  the  legacies  were  specific. 


Mr. 


MiLLEE 


V. 

Little. 
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Mr,  F.  J.  Hallj  contra,  contended  that  the  legacies 
were  general,  and  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was, 
that  the  number  of  shares  should  be  made  equal  to  the 
number  of  the  children  left  by  him  out  of  hb  personal 
estate. 

Mr.  Stuartj  Mr.  Wilbrakam,  Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  K- 
ParkeTy  for  other  parties. 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  thought  the  be- 
quest in  question  was  a  specific  bequest  of  the  eight 
shares  which  the  testator  had  at  the  date  of  his  will ; 
for  the  testator  had  given  as  many  of  his  shares  in  the 
Grand  Junction  Canal  Navigation  as  he  should  leave 
children,  and  afterwards  spoke  of  such  shares,  which 
could  refer  only  to  those  described  as  ^^  my  shares,''  or 
those  which  he  then  had ;  he  therefore  considered  this 
was  a  specific  and  not  a  general  legacy,  and  that  the 
eight  shares  only  were  subject  to  this  bequest  (a) 

(a)  See  Kirbi^  v.  Potter,  4  Fes.  750. 


Jan,  11. 


HUTTON  V.  MANSELL. 


A  purchaser 
under  the 
Court  will  not 
be  allowed  to 
take  posses- 
sion **  without 
prejudice  to 
objections  to 
the  title,"  even 
upon  payment 
of  his  pur- 
chase money 
into  Court. 


Tt/TR.  GORDON  moved  on  behalf  of  a  purch  ^^ 
^^-^  under  the  Court  to  pay  in  his  purchase  mo^^^^^' 
and  to  be  permitted  to  take  possession  of  the  prop      ^ 
wilhout  prejudice  to  objections  to  the  title. 

Mr.  Allfrey  for  some  parties  to  the  cause. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  it  irregular-"      ' 

al  >" 
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allow  a  purchaser  to  take  possession,  unless  he  accepted  1840. 

the  title,  (a)  ^^^^"^ 

^    '  HUTTON 

V. 

(m)  The  order  was  afterwards  made,  without  the  qualification  as  Mansell. 
to  the  dtle. 


TOGHILL  V.  GRANT.  ^^»^^- 

In  re  BOORD.  ,i8<o- 

Jan,  15. 

nPHE   petitioner,  Mr.  Boord,  an   attorney   and   so-  This  Court 
-■-    licitor,  had  employed  Messrs.  Morris  and  Verbeke  J^^^fefft? 
partly  as  his  agents  and  partly  as  his  solicitors ;  and  the  taxation  the 
latter  having  brought  an  action  at  law  to  recover  the  a'soHcitor 
balance  of  his  account  current,  Mr.  £ooi*(f  presented  a  who  acts  as 
petition,   praying  that  the  respondents  might  be  re-  another, 
strained  from  proceeding  at  law,  the  petitioner  being 
willing  to  deposit  the  amount  for  which  the  action  had 
been  brought,  and  that  the  bills  might  be  referred  for 
taxation,  as  to  a  specified  part  as  between  solicitor  and 
agent,  and  as  to  the  remainder  as  between  soh'citor  and 
client.     The  controversy  on  the  affidavits  filed  in  the 
matter  seemed  principally  to  relate  to  whether  particular 
parts  of  the  business  had  been  transacted  on  agency  or 
otherwise. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  EUiSi  in  support  of  the  pe- 
tition, cited  Lees  v.  Nuttall  (a)  and  Jones  v.  Roberts  (i), 
in  which  the  Vice-Chancellor,  after  argument,  expressly 
decided  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  an 
agent's  bill  to  be  taxed  on  the  application  of  the  so- 
licitor who  employed  him. 

Mr. 

(a)  8  MifL  4-  K,  284.  {b)  8  Sim.  397. 
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Mr.  Dixon,  contra.  The  question  is,  whether  the  bill 
of  an  agent  is  taxable  at  the  instance  of  a  solicitor. 
The  statute  of  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  applies  only  to  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  solicitor  and  an  unprofessional  person, 
and  the  12  G.  2.  c.  13.  5. 6.  expressly  exempts  the  tax- 
ation of  bills  due  **  from  any  attorney  or  solicitor  to  any 
other  attorney  or  solicitor."  That  such  a  bill  was  not 
taxable  was  decided  by  the  full  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  Weymouth  v.  Knipe.  (a) 


As  there  are  proceedings  pending  at  law,  the  peti- 
tioner ought  to  have  obtained  a  reference  in  that  Court 
under  a  Judge's  order,  and  not  come  here  and  transfer 
the  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Pembertony  in  reply.  Weifmouth  v.  Knipe  was  de- 
cided before  Jones  v.  Roberts,  and  was  cited  to  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  who  nevertheless  made  the  reference.  The 
Court  orders  a  taxation,  not  under  the  statute  but  under 
its  general  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  its  officers  ;  and  such 
a  jurisdiction  has  been  exercised  by  the  Court  from  the 
time  of  Lord  Hardwicke. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  must  examine  the 
cases  before  he  decided ;  that  there  ought  to  be  an 
uniformity  in  the  practice,  and  if  he  found  the  case 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor  similar  to  the  present,  he 
must  order  the  taxation  of  the  agency  bill  in  this  case. 


1840. 
Jan,  13. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  lookcid  at 
the  report  of  Jones  v.  Roberts^  which  appeared  to  be  in 
conformity  with  several  prior  cases ;  he  must,  therefore, 

act 

(a)  3  Bing,  N,  C.  387.,  and  5  Doud.  P.  C,  495. 
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act  on  it  and  make  the  order  for  taxation  in  the  present  1840. 

case,  {a)  'T"'^'^"**' 

^   '  Tog  HILL 

(0)  A  petition  of  appeal  was      the   22d  April  1840    dismissed  v. 

presented  by  the  respondents,      with  costs,  but  without  deciding  Grant. 
which  the  Lord  Chancellor  on      the  principal  point. 


The  Earl  of  CHESTERFIELD  v.  BOND.  Feb.  a. 


O 


|N  the  27th  of  Januaty  1840,  the  Defendant  was  It  is  not  ne- 

served  with  a  subpcenaio  appear,  by  leaving  a  copy  ^*^%f^n 

at  his  residence  and  at  the  same  time  producing  the  ori-  injunction  for 

ginal.    The  copy,  however,  was  delivered  to  the  Defend-  pe^nce 

ant*s  servant  in  a  sealed  letter.   The  Defendant  received  should  be  ob- 

the  letter  when  he  got  up  on  the  following  morning  (the  or  during  the 

28th),  and  he  sent  it  to  his  solicitor  with  instructions  to  f®**»  *'  ™*y 
'  be  regularly 

do  what  was  necessary.  obtained  any 

day  on  which 

the  Court  is 

An  attachment  for  want  of  appearance  was  sealed  sitting. 

early  on  the   1st  of  Febmary^  but  afterwards,  on  the  gubpcena  by 

same  day,  the  Defendant's  solicitor  entered  an  appear-  leaving  a  copy 

ac  me  j^^^ 
ance,  and  the  common  injunction  was  obtained  on  the  fendant's  re- 
same  day  by  the  Plaintiff.   The  1st  of  February  was  the  J^^^^^^  ]^^f 

first  day  after  term,  and  was  neither  a  seal  day  nor  the  at  the  same 

r  *.u  I  time  produc- 

contmuance  of  the  seal.  jn-  ^fg  ^^^ 

ginal,  held 

It  was  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  attachment  for  non-appearance  and  the  order  for 
the  injunction  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity. 

The  irregularity  complained  of  was,  that  the  service, 
by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  subpoena  enclosed  in  a  letter^ 
was  irregular ;  and  that  the  order  for  an  injunction, 
which  was  neither  made  in  the  term  nor  during  the 
seal,  was  also  irregular. 

Mr. 
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1840.  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Toller^  for  the  motion,  con 

Jj^^^'     tended  that  the  service  of  the  subpcena  was  irregukr^ 

Chesterfield  the  copy  being  sealed  up,  and  thereby  giving  no  oppor 

Bond.        tunity  to  the  servant  of  knowing  that  the  contents  we 
of  a  pressing  nature  or  of  comparing  the  copy  wi 
the  original;  that  such  was  not  the  service  contem 
plated  by  the  4th  General  Order,  1833  (a),  the  object  o 
which  was  to  give  open  and  distinct  notice  of  what  wa 
required  from  the  Defendant.     That  the  injunction  wi 
also  irregular,  it  being  founded  on  an  attachment  issuer;} 
upon  this  service,  and  it  having  been  obtained  out  csf 
term  and  not  on  a  seal  day ;  that  Batoe  v.  Jarrold{(^') 
had  settled  the  very  point ;  so  in  Saxly  v.  SaxUnf  (c\  tkm  e 
Vice-Chancellor  held  that  a  motion  to  commit  could  only 
be  made  on  a  seal  day.     That  Brierley  v.  Walmdey  ( 
was  decided  on  the  10th  General  Order,  1833,  whic 
did  not  apply  to  injunctions  Jbr  want  of  appearance. 

That  the  Defendant's  appearance  did  not  cure  the  A 
feet  in  the  service  of  the  stibpcena  ;  1  DanieUsy  Pr»  66 
and   Robinson  v.  Nash  {e)j  where  an  attachment  w 
issued  against  a  Defendant  for  non-appearance  to  a 
poma  which  had  been  issued  against  him,  and  in  w! 
he  was  described  in  a  wrong  name,  it  was  held  that 
appearance  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  a 
ment  would  not  relate  back  so  as  to  cure  the  defect  in 
subpoena  and  bring  him  into  contempt  for  not  ap 
ing ;  J  Smithy  Pr.  602.,  and  Lee  v.  Ravensa-qft  (g), 
cited. 

Mr.  Pembaton  and  Mr.  L.  Wigram,  contrd^  contend 
that  the  service  had  been  strictly  according  to  the 

ne 

(a)  1  My.  4-  if.  ?ii.  {d)  1  Keem,  141. 

(b)  5  Mad.  45.  {e)  1  Anit,  76. 

(c)  7  Simons,  140.  {g)  6  ^m,  474. 
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neral  Order,  and  was  regular;  that  if  not,  then  that  the        184>0. 
irregularity  had  been  cured  by  the  Defendant's  appear-    »|^^V"f  #. 
ance,  as  he  had  not  appeared  conditionally  with  the  CHESTERnsu) 
Regbter  to  enable  him  to  argue  the  point;  Davidson       ^^^^ 
V.  The  Marchioness  of  Hastings  {a) ;  but  had  appeared 
generally  without  reserving  that  right. 

That  the  injunction  had  issued  in  conformity  with  the 
present  practice,  BrierUy  v.  Walmsley  (b) ;  and  such 
orders  being  made  without  notice,  there  was  no  sound 
reason  for  confining  applications  for  them  to  seal  days. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  To  hold  that  this  is  a  good  service 
would  be  to  expose  Defendants  to  fraud  and  incon- 
venience; service  of  a  subpcena  in  a  hamper  might 
equally  well  be  held  good  service. 

* 

The  Master  of  the  Roi^ls. 

This  is  an  application  to  discharge  an  attachment  and 
to  set  aside  an  order  for  an  injunction  for  irregularity. 

The  attachment  ^ssued  for  the  non-appearance  of  the 
-'^^fcndant  in  obedience  to  the  subpcena  to  appear  and 
atis^wer,  and  it  is  now  alleged  that  the  subpcena  was  not 
^uly  served.     It  is  admitted  that  the  letter  of  the  order 
^^hioh   directs  the   mode  of  service  of  subpoenas  has 
-ri  complied  with.     One  can  conceive  a  case  in  which 
has   been    effected    fraudulently,   and   though 
***"iotly  according  to  the  letter  of  the  order,  yet  accom- 
P^Tiied  with  circumstances  intended  entirely  to  mislead 
^be     party   served;   one  can   also  conceive  a  case   in 
^^ich,  without  any  intention  whatever  of  fraud,  there 
^^s    been  service  pursuant  to  the  strict  letter  of  the 
^TfJer,  but  attended  with  circumstances  which  have  mis- 
led 
(a)  2  KeeUf  509.  {b)  1  Keen^  141. 

Vol.  II.  T 
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1840.       led  the  Defendant  and  have  occasioned  his  non-per- 
,^n^^^T^    formance  of  the  duty  required  of  him.     When  such 
Ch£8T£rfieu>  cases  occur,  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  providing  a 
«  ^  remedy.     In  this  case  there  has  been  no  firaud— -no  at- 

tendant circumstances  in  any  way  calculated  to  cause  the 
least  deception — there  has  been  no  mistake  and  nothing 
has  occurred  calculated  to  mislead  the  Defendant,— so  far 
from  it,  the  Defendant  seems  to  have  understood  what 
he  had  been  served  with,  and  the  duty  which  be  had  to 
perform,  and  immediately  gave  directions  for  its  perform- 
ance, and  it  has  been  accordingly  performed;  here,  then, 
we  have  the  letter  of  the  order  strictly  complied  with,  the 
party  served  understanding  what  was  required  of  him, 
and  the  duty  enjoined  strictly  and  duly  performed.     I 
cannot  think  that  under  these  circumstances  there  is  any 
irregularity  to  complain  of;  and  if  there  had  been  any 
irregularity,  I  think  it  has  been  entirely  waived  by  the 
appearance ;  the  duty  has  been  performed,  the  party  has 
appeared  and  has  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.     If  he  had  any  reason  to  complain  of  the  mode 
of  service,  he  had  another  remedy,  —  by  entering  a  con-^ 
ditional  appearance  without  prejudice.    I  am,  therefor^^^ 
of  opinion  that  the  attachment  cannot  be  discharged. 

The  next  question  is,  if  the  order  for  the  injunctiotB     ^ 
to  be  discharged.     The  old  practice  was,  that  a  moti^^ 
for  an  injunction  could  only  be  made  in  term  or  durii'^ 
the  seal ;  but  on  a  consideration  of  the  New  Orders  ^ 
appeared  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  that  with  re$pect  tiC^ 
injunctions  for  want  of  answer  after  appearance,  there  "^ 
might  with  advantage  to  the  suitors  be  an  alteration  ia 
the   old   practice,   and  that  they  might  properly  be 
granted  on  any  day  on  which  the  Court  was  sitting; 
a  new  practice,   therefore,   arose,   and  he  having  fre- 
quently  permitted  such  orders  to  be  made,  I  adopted 
the  practice  after  a  communication  with  him  on  the 

subject. 
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subject.     The  analogy  between  a  common  injunction  for        1840. 
want  of  answer  and  a  common  injunction  for  want  of    juTpari^f 
appearance  is  so  striking  and  obvious,  that  if  the  prac-  Chesterfield 
tice  is  settled  in  one  case  it  can  liardly  be  considered  not        Bond. 
to  be  settled  in  the  other  case.     The  Registrar  tells  me 
that  there  has  been  an  invariable  practice  going  on  for 
three  or  four  years,  in  which  every  party  entitled  to  an 
injunction  for  want  of  appearance,  has  obtained  the  order 
notwithstanding  he  was  not  in  a  condition  to  ask  for  it 
at  the  commencement  of  the  seal.     If,  therefore,  I  were 
to  dedare  this  to  be  irregular,  it  would  be  to  declare 
that  all  orders  upon  this  point  of  practice  have  been  ir- 
regular.   I  think  it  advantageous  to  the  suitors  that  this 
jpractice,  which  has  now  been  adopted  for  some  years, 
should  be  maintained,  and  that  the  injunction  is  regular : 
^fais  motion  must,  therefore,  be  refused,  with  costs. 


CALVERT  V.  GODFREY.  Feb.  s. 

^THHE  minutes  of  the  decree  directed  a  conveyance  to 
•*•   be  settled  by  the  Master  "  if  the  parties  differed" 

There  was  an  infant  heir  who  was  a  party  to  the 
^^use  and  a  necessary  party  to  the  conveyance. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  words  "  if 
'^he  parties  differed"  ought  to  be  omitted,  an  infant 
'tieing  interested. 

Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  Plaintiff. 


T  2 
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jan,2A.  DUFFIELD  V.  EL  WES. 

Feb.  11. 

Ill  re  CHAMBERS. 


An  order  was  TN  this  case  an  order  had  been  made  on  the  2d 
pe^i^n^no^ta  ^f  May  1839,  that  Mr.  Chambers  (who  was   not  a 

party  to  the     party  to  the  cause)  should  pay  to  Mr.  WtUan  the  sum 

cause, for  pav-     _  ^^_  .  ,       i  «  .  .,,  . 

nientofasum  O'  ^7/.  105.  4a.,  the  amount  ot  certain  costs,   withm 

of  money  three  weeks  from  the  date  of  the  order,  that  is.  from 
within  three 

weeks  from       the  same  2d  of  May  (a).     This  order  was  not  served, 

the  order^  but  ®"^  "^  payment  was  demanded  till  the  8th  of  June 
it  was  not  1839,  which  was  about  five  weeks  from  the  date  of  the 
after  the  ex-  order.  Payment  not  having  been  made,  a  four-day 
piration  of  order  was  obtained  on  the  12th  of  June^  and  an  order 
Held,  irregu-    ^or  the  commitment  of  Mr.  Chambers  was  obtained  on 

lar,  and  the      ^j^^  24th  of  November  followins:.     It  was  now  moved  to 

subsequent  n  t 

proceedings  to  discharge  the  orders  of  the  12th  of  June  and  14tb  of 

a  commitment  jsfaoember,  on  the  ground  that  the  service  of  the  order 

^nr  ere  scb  tisiuv* 

Mode  of       of  the  2d  of  May^  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  therei^:^ 
Hienrof  asum  limited  for  payment  of  the  money,  was  irregular. 

of  money 

order  of  the  Mr,  Pemberf Of i  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  motion,  ooici- 

Court  against   tended  that  the  proceedings  were  irrejTular;  that      ^J 

one  not  a  .    . 

party  to  the     serving  the  order  after  the  time  limited  for  payra^s^**^ 

cause.  ^  compliance  with  it  had  been  rendered  impossible,  ^m^^ 

that  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  visit  a  party  with 

punishment  of  a  contempt  for  the  disobedience  of 

order,  obedience  to  which  had  been  rendered  impossfib' ^ 

by  the  default  of  the  party  prosecuting  it.     They  cil 

an  unreported  case  of  Phillips  v.  Worth. 

Mr.  James  Russell^  contra^  contended  that  the  seN 
vice  of  the  order  of  the  2d  of  May  was  regular ;  tliat 
the  order  having  been  made  on  notice,  Mr.  Chamben 

was 

(a)  See  2  Keen,  497. 
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was  cognizant  of  it;  and  that  service  was  not  absolutely 
requisite. 

Mr.  PembertOHj  in  reply. 


1840. 


DUFFIELD 

V, 

£lW£8. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  case  cited  in  support  of  this  motion  was 
Phillips  V.  Worthy  before  Lord  Brougham,  on  the  23d  of 
January  1831.     In  that  case  there  was  an  order  upon  a 
party  in  the  cause  to  deliver  goods  to  a  receiver  in  eight 
days  from  the  SOth  of  November  1830,  the  date  of  the 
order.     This  order  was  served  on  the  8th  of  December, 
and  on  the  11th  of  December  a  writ  of  execution,  mis- 
reciting  the  order  and  stating  it  to  be  for  the  delivery 
of  the  goods  in  fourteen  days,  was  issued ;  and  the  De- 
^ndant  being  arrested  upon  an  attachment  for  disobe- 
dience of  the  writ,  moved  to  discharge  the  attachment 
'or    irregularity.     On  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  and  on  the  23d  Januafy,  1831,  the 
^'"der  of  the  SOth  of  November  was  discharged  without 
^^^ts,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of 
~1  the  proceedings  after  the  date  of  that  order.     As  the 
^''it   of   execution    was   irregular    in   misreciting   the 
^*^er  of  the  30th  of  November,  the  order  of  the  23d 
^^y  of  January  can  scarcely  be  considered  an  authority 
^pon  the  present  occasion ;  but  according  to  the  general 
P^^ctice  of  this  Court,  I  consider  it  to  be  clearly  irre- 
gular to  serve  a  writ  of  execution  commanding  payment 
^^  money,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  appointed 
*^^    payment  in   the    order   upon   which   the   writ  is 
bounded. 

In  the  process  by  which  a  person,  not  a  parly  to  a 

^^ttse,  is  to  be  compelled  to  pay  money  or  costs  to 

another  there  can  be  no  writ  of  execution,  the  object 

IS  effected  by  service  of  orders  and  by  commitment  The 

T  3  process 


Feb,  11. 


It  is  irregular 
to  serve  a  wril 
of  execution 
commanding 
payment  of 
money  after 
the  expiration 
of  the  time  ap- 
pointed for 
payment  ia 
the  order 
upon  which 
the  writ  is  ^ 
founded. 
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1 840.        process  is  unfortunately  very  tedious ;  when  the  first 
order  does  not  appoint. a  time  for  payment  thoie  must 
be  a  second  order  for  payment  in  a  limited  time.    Upon 
disobedience  to  that  order,  tliere  follows  an  order  that 
payment  may  be  made  in  as  short  a  time  as  four  days  or 
that  the  person  may  stand  committed ;  and  lastly  fol- 
lows an  order  for.  commitment.     At  one  time  I  had 
considered  that  in  such  cases,  the  second  order  limiting 
the  time  for  payment  might  be  dispensed  with,  but  it 
appears  to  have  been  established  that  such  order  is 
required ;  and  this  being  so,  it  is  surely  necessary  that 
the  order  limiting  the  time  should  be  treated  as  having 
a  definite  meaning,  and  should  be  so  served  as  to  make 
it  possible  for  the  person  upon  whom  it  is  served  to 
obey  it,   f.  e.  within    the   time   limited   for  payment 
Although  the  motion  is  made  upon  notice,  the  penon 
is  not,  under  ordinary  circumstances  judicially  deemed 
to  be  cognizant  of  it  till  it  is  served  upon  him»  and  be 
cannot  justly  be  said  to  be  guilty  of  contempt  or  dis- 
obedience by  non-payment  within  a  limited  time,  if  he 
does  not  know  of  the  order  till  after  the  expiration  of 
the  limited  time.     Tlie  time  limited  in  this  order  cm- 
not  be  said  to  be  immaterial ;  if  it  were  so,  and  the 
service  and  demand  of  payment  might  be  made  at  any 
time  after  its  expiration,  then  the  order,  notwithstand- 
ing the  limitation  of  time  which  it  expresses,  would  in 
substance  and  effect  be  an  order  to  operate  without  liout' 
ation  of  time,  and  consequently  not  such  as  the  practice 
requires ;  it  would  not  in  reality  be  difierent  fit^m  the 
first  direction  to  pay  without  the  appointment  of  sV 
particular  time,  and  would  therefore  be  an  insufficico^ 
foundation  for  the  minatory  or  four-day  order. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authority  upon  the 

subject,   but   under   the   circumstances   which  I  ^^^ 

stated}  it  appears  to  me  that  the  order  of  the  2d  of  t^V 

was 
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was  not  regularly  served,    and  consequently  that   the        1840. 
subsequent  orders  of  the  12th  of  June  and  14th  o'f  No* 
vember  were  irr^ularly  obtained,  and  I  must,  therefore^ 
grant  thb  motion. 


MILLER  r.  WOODWARD.  Feb.u. 

rr^HE  case  came  before   the  Court  on  general  de-  A  husband 

■*"    murrer;  and  according  to  the  statements  of  the  i^ving^^U 

bill,  Charles  J.  Woodward  married  in  1825,  and  in  1828  ^i^e  and  child 

\e&,  England  ioT  India^  without  making  any  provision  for  for,  where- 

the  maintenance  and  support  of  his  wife  Eleanor  J.  Wood-'  "P?"  ^^^^  . 

J    1    •      1  .1 1       1  1      1  /•  .  -r*  .  father  of  the 

XDordj  and  their  child,  whom  he  left  m  England.     Being  husband  and 

destitute  of  the  necessary  means  of  support,  and  there  |Jj®  ^-J^^^^ 

being  no  probability  of  Charles  J.  Woodxvard^s  return  to  tered  into  an 

Englandj  Eleanor  J.  Woodward^  in  the  month  oi  February  afiow'the  wife 

1828,  requested  the  Plaintiff,  her  father,  and  James  Wood-  ^ol.  each, «  eo 

fBord,  the  father  of  Charles  J.  fVoodwardy  to  make  some  should  con- 

arraneement  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  herself  ^"j  ®  separate 

°  ^  .  *^""  apart 

and  her  child;   that  thereupon  it  was  agreed  between  from*' her 

the  Plaintiff  and  James   Woodward^  that  they  should  Held^lhat  the 

secure  to  Eleanor  J.  Woodward  the  payment  of  an  an-  allowance  ter- 

nai^  of  60/.,  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  and  James  death  of  the 

Woodward  in  equal  shares.  In  pursuance  of  such  agree-  husband. 
inent,  and  with  the  view  of  carrying  the  same  into  effect, 
^e  following  memorandum,  bearing  date  the  18th  of 
.2£arch  1828,  was  duly  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  and  James 
Woodward:  "  We  the  undersigned  do  hereby  mutually 
^gree  with  each  other  to  pay  or  allow  to  Eleanor  J.  Wood- 
Xtoard  the  sum  of  30/.  each,  so  long  as  she  shall  continue 
^separate  and  apart  from  the  said  Charles  J.  Woodward. 
And  we  further  agree,  when  either  of  us  shall  require 
it,  to  execute  any  deed  which  may  be  necessary  for  se- 
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1840.       curing  the  above  provision.      The  above  sum   to  be 
^JP^^^"^     paid  half  yearly.' 


» 


V, 


WooDWABD.        Charles  J.  Woodward  died  in  India^  and  up  to  his 
death  his  wife  continued  to  live  apart  from  him. 

The  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was,  whether  the 
allowance  of  60/.  did,  or  not,  cease  upon  his  death. 

Mr.  G.  Turnery  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  submitted 
that  the  annuity  terminated  upon  the  decease  of  Charles 
«7.  Woodward.  That  it  was  evident  from  the  situation 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  entered  into^ 
and  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement  itself,  that  the  two 
parents  contemplated  only  the  payment  of  the  annuity 
during  the  joint  lives  of  their  son  and  daughter,  deter- 
minable, nevertheless,  if  they  ceased  to  live  separate. 

That  this  was  the  proper  construction  to  be  placed 
upon  the  instrument,  was  evident ;  that  the  word  "  con- 
tinue" shewed  that  the  parties  contemplated  the  same 
description  of  separation  as  then  existed,  and  not  that 
separation  which  would  take  place  on  the  death  of  either 
of  the  parties, — they  contemplated  a  voluntary  separation 
dependent  on  their  mutual  will.  That  if  it  had  been  the 
intention  of  securing  the  annuity  for  her  life,  it  would 
have  been  so  expressed. 

That  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff 
would  go  to  this  absurd  extent,  that  if  the  wife  married 
a  man  having  adequate  means  to  support  her  the  annuity 
would  still  be  payable  to  the  second  husband,  —  a  con- 
struction which  could  not  possibly  be  supported. 

Mr.  Tripp^  contra.  Prima  facie  it  must  be  assumed 
that  this  annuity  was  payable  during  the  life  of  Mrs. 
Woodward^  the  daughter.     There  is  nothing  upon  the 

face 
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lace  of  the  memorandum  of  agreement  itself,  or  in  the        1 840. 
circamstances  of  the  case,  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  *  ^^^T^^'*^^ 

AuLLER 

the  parties  contemplated  that  in  the  event  of  the  death  ,,. 

of  the  husband  the  payment  of   the  annuity  should    Woodwaed. 
cease. 

The  bill,  which  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument 
must  be  assumed  to  state  the  facts  correctly,  shews  that 
the  object  of  the  parties  was  to  maintain  not  only  the 
daughter  but  her  child;  and  the  death  of  Woodward  the 
husband  would  render  the  necessity  of  a  provision  for  his 
wife  and  child  still  more  imperative ;  that  the  parties  in- 
tended merely,  that  if  the  husband  and  wife  lived  together, 
the  payment  of  the  annuity  should  cease;  the  agree- 
meqt  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  parties  must  be 
construed  as  giving  the  annuity  to  Mrs.  Woodward 
for  life,  but  determinable  if  she  should  cease  to  live 
separate  from  her  husband.  Mrs.  Woodwardhas  always, 
since  the  date  of  the  agreement,  lived  separate  and 
apart  from  her  husband  ;  and  she  is  now  in  terms  living 
separate  and  apart  from  him,  the  annuity  is  consequently 
still  subsisting. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Hie  question  here  is,  whether  the  annual  sums  agreed 
U>  be  paid  were  payable  for  the  life  of  Mrs.  Woodward^ 
ivhether  they  determined  upon  the  death  of  her  hus- 
The  payment  was  to  be  made  so  long  as  Mrs. 
^^'ocAcarcf  should  continue  to  live  separate  and  apart 
^^*Xi   her  husband. 

I   c^annot  infer  from  such  a  stipulation,  that  the  parties 

^^^^ded  the  payment  to  be  made  for  the  life  of  Mrs. 

^^^>^ward.     I  think  that  upon  the  death  of  Mr.  Wood- 

^^^^<:£^  the  husband,  the  annuity  was  no  longer  payable : 

*^^    demurrer  must  therefore  be  allowed. 

Demurrer  allowed,  (a) 


(a)  See  Burchett  v.  Woo/ward,  Turn,  <$■  Russ.  443. 
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^^-  8":  FOULKES  v.  JONE& 

After  an  at-      T  N   this  case  the  Defendant,  having  appeared  to  the 
tachmentfor      ■    ,.„    j.j       ,       ^  .     ,  .  •     j        • 

want  of  >^ill9  did  not  put  m  his  answer  in  due  time. 

answer,  it  is 

file^plea^  On  the  2d  of  December^  an  attachment  was  issued 

without  first     against  him.     The  attachment  was  not  executed,  but 
tendering  the      •       ▼%/.,•.         .  i  *        ^ 

costs  of  the      ^he   Defendant,   being  m  contempt,  on  the    16th   of 

contempt*        January  obtained  a  commission  to  take  his  plea,  answer 

or  demurrer ;  not  demurring  alone. 

On  the  27th  of  January  he  put  in  a  plea,  and  on 
the  28th  of  January  obtained  an  order  to  set  down  his 
plea  for  hearing. 

The  Plaintiff  now  moved  to  discharge  that  .order,  and 
take  the  plea  off  the  file  for  irregularity. 

The  irregularity  alleged  was,  that  the  Defendant  being 
in  contempt  had  filed  his  plea  without  having  paid  or 
tendered  the  costs  of  the  attachment 

Mr.  Peinberton  and  Mr.  Craig^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Heiheringtofij  contrdy  cited  the  cases  of  Barber  v. 
Craxcskaw  (a),  and  Sanders  v.  Murley  (i). 


Feb.  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  two  cases  cited  in  opposition  to  this  motion, 
and  in  the  case  of  Hamiltoti  v.  Hibbert  (c),  it  was  held, 

that 

(a)  6  Mad,  284.  (c)  2  Sim.  ^  St.  225. 

(A)  1  Sim.  4"  St.  225. 
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Feb,  11,12. 


DA  VIES  V.  HOPKINS. 


npHE  testator,  Philip  John^  by  his  will  dated  the  25th 


with  re- 
mainder to 
the  children 
of  such 
children  as 
should  die  in 


A  testator 

^i^roT^eN  ■*■  oi  September  1834,  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  re- 
sonal  estate  sidue  of  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  invest 
ter  for  itf?  '    ^^^  P^y  ^^^  interest  of  a  moiety  thereof  to  his  daughter 

with  re-  Maty  Jenkins  for  her  separate  use  for  life ;  and  after  her 

mainder  to         _  i  #.  .  ^  i 

her  children,     decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  transfer  one  moiety  of  the 

whole  principal  monies  amongst  her  children,  share  and 

share  alike,  but  in  case  any  of  the  children  of  his  said 

daughter  should  happen  to  die  in  her  lifetime,  leaving 

issue  at  the  time  of  his  or  her  decease,  then  his  will  was, 

daughter;  he    ^^^^  ^^^  share  of  such  child  so  dying  should  be  equally 

gave  the  other  divided  amonfi^t  all  their  children;  and  upon  trust,  that 

moiety  to  his  ^  ... 

son  for  life,      his  trustees  should  pay  the  dividends,  interest  or  pro- 

^     d ^'  t   h'    ^^^^^  °^  ^^®  other  half  part  or  share  of  the  said  principal 
children ;  but  monies  or  residue  of  the  said  estate  so  invested  as  afore- 

withou^  issue  ^^'^»  ^"^^  '^^  iiands  of  the  testator's  son,  Thomas  John, 
him  surviving,  for  life,  with  remainder  absolutely  to  the  children  ol 
last-men-  Thomas  John  ;  but  in  case  any  of  the  children  of  tb 

tioned  moiety  testator's  said  son  Thomas  should  happen  to  die  in  th- 

to  the  .        .  .       .       ^^ 

children  of       lifetime  of  his  said  son  leaving  issue  living  at  the 

''^insSst  ®f  ^'^  ^^  ^^^  decease,  then  his  will  was,  that   the 
and  propor-      or  share,  parts  or  shares  of  such  child  or  children 

tions  and  in       j   .  r       j  •     ^u         •-!*.*.  •        l      i  j 

such  manner     "J'^g  ^^  ^""  *"  ^"®  ^^^^  ^^^^^  monies  should  accrue 

as  was  therein- 
before di- 
rected and  appointed  for  the  payment  and  division  of  their  shares  in  the  o 
moiety;"  the  son  died  without  issue:  Held,  that  the  daughter  took  a  life  in 
in  the  second  moiety  by  implication. 

Bequest  of  600/.  to  be  applied  towards  payment  of  the  debt  to  which  Z, 
was  or  mi^ht  be  subject  at  the  testator's  decease.     The  chapel  was  vested  in  trusts 
for  a  particuhu:  class  of  dissenters.     The  general  body  of  that  class  had  incurred' 
debt  for  building  chapels,  and  600/.  were  laid  on  Z.  Chapel^  which  it  was  expects 
would  be  raised  by  voluntary  subscription  of  the  members,  but  there  was  noltg^ 
liability  :  Held,  thtit  the  legacy  failed. 


e 
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and  be  equally  divided  and  paid  to  and  amongst  all  1840. 
and  every  his  or  her  child  or  children,  if  more  than  one 
share  and  share  alike,  as  his,  her  or  their  original  share 
or  shares  respectively  would  become  due  and  payable ; 
and  upon  trust,  that  if  the  testator's  said  son  should  de- 
part this  life  leaving  no  issue  him  surviving,  then  the 
testator  willed  and  directed,  that  the  said  residue  of  all 
his  personal  estate  so  remaining  invested  as  aforesaid 
should  be  paid  and  divided  to  and  amongst  all  and 
every  the  child  or  children  of  testator's  said  daughter 
Mary^  in  such  shares  and  proportionSy  and  in  such  manner 
as  was  thereinbefore  directed  and  appointed  for  the  pay- 
ment and  division  of  their  said  original  share  or  shares 
in  the  other  moiety^  half  part  or  share  of  his  said  per- 
sonal estate. 

By  a  codicil  dated  the  9th  of  ikfizy,  1838,  the  testator 
gave  and  bequeathed  to  Thomas  Datton,  named  and  ap- 
pointed by  him  as  one  of  the  executors  of  his  last  will 
and  testament,  the  sum  of  600/.  to  be  by  him  applied  in 
and  towards  payment  and  discharge  of  the  debt  to  which 
the  chapel  called  the  Zion  Chapelj  situate  in  the  Hayesy 
in  the  town  of  Cardiff,  in  the  county  of  Glamorganj 
at  which  the  members  of  the  Welsh  Methodist  Society 
ccmgregate,  was  or  might  be  subjected  at  the  testator's 
decease. 

The  testator's  son,  Thomas  John,  died  without  issue 
him  surviving. 

By  the  decree  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Master 
should  inquire  and  state,  whether  the  chapel  called 
Zion  Chapel  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  was  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  Philip  John,  the  testator  in  the  plead- 
ings named,  subject  to  any  and  what  debt,  and  in  whom 
the  property   of  the  said  chapel  was  vested ;    and  in 

making 
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1840.        making  such  inquiries  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  state 
special  circumstances. 

The  Master  found  that  the  said  chapel  called  Zion 
Chapel  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  was  not  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  said  Philip  John  subject  to  any 
debt ;  and  he  found  that  the  chapel  was  Tested  in  tros* 
tees  for  *^  Calmnistic  Methodists.^*  And  he  found  that 
Richard  Thomas  by  his  affidavit  stated,  that  at  a  com- 
mittee meeting  of  the  connection  of  Cabnnisiic  Me- 
thodists, held  on  or  about  the  17th  day  of  iU^  1832, 
a  division  of  debt  incurred  by  the  said  connection  in 
the  erection  of  chapels  or  places  of  worship  in  the  said 
county,  was  made  among  several  of  the  societies  or 
congregations  belonging  to  the  said  connection,  and 
the  sum  of  600/.  was  laid  on  the  society  or  congregation 
belonging  to  Zion  Chapel^  in  the  town  of  Cardiff^  as 
their  portion  of  the  said  debt ;  and  that  the  mode  by 
which  the  said  money  was  expected  to  be  raised  was  by 
a  voluntary  subscription  on  the  part  of  the  members  of 
the  society  aforesaid,  and  of  other  persons  piously  dis- 
posed to  contribute  to  the  same  object ;  and  the  depo- 
nent further  stated,  that  the  members  of  the  said  con- 
nection, resorting  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship  to 
the  said  chapel,  had  been  and  then  were  held  liable  to 
pay  to  the  said  connection  the  said  sum  of  600/i,  but  that 
no  security  was  ever  given  or  existed  for  the  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of  600Z. ;  and  the  deponent  further  stated, 
that  Philip  John^  the  testator  in  the  pleadings  named, 
was  a  member  of  the  congregation  of  Calvinistic  Me- 
thodists resorting  to  Zion  Chapel  aforesaid,  for  the  pm> 
pose  of  divine  worship ;  and  the  deponent  stated,  that 
he  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  said  Philip  John  was 
well  aware  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  and  codicils, 
and  of  his  death,  that  the  said  chapel  called  Zion 
Chapel,  or  the  congregation  resorting  thereto,  was  or 

were 
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were  held  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  connection  of  Cal- 
vinislic  Methodists  in  the  said  county  of  Glamorgan^ 
the  sani  of  600/. ;  and  the  deponent  further  stated,  that 
the  sum  of  600/.  had  not  hitherto  been  paid  off,  but 
still  remained  due. 


There  were  two  questions,  first,  as  to  the  gift  to  the 
chapel,  whether  there  existed  any  such  debt  thereon 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  as  was  alluded 
to  in  his  will;  and  secondly,  whether  the  testator's 
daughter  Mary  was  entitled  by  implication  to  a  life 
interest  in  the  moiety  of  the  residue  given  to  Thomas 
Jdm. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Puller,  for  the  Plaintiff,  on 
the  first  point  cited  Corbyn  v.  French  (a),  Waterhouse  v. 
H6lme$.  (b) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Elderlon,  for  the  trustees  of 
the  chapel. 

Mr.  Coleridge  contended  there  was  a  gift  by  implica- 
tion to  Mary  Davies  for  life  on  the  second  moiety. 

Mr.  Jeremy,  for  the  children,  contra. 

The  cases  cited  on  the  second  point  were  Mtlsom  v. 
Awdry  (c).  Bird  ▼.  Hunsdon  (rf),  Towfdey  v.  Bollon  (e), 
BlackweU  v.  Btdl{g),  Badcliffe  v.  Buckley  (h),  Cripps  r. 
Wdcoli.  (i) 


(a)  4  Vet.  418.  427.;   2  Rop. 
Legjanei^  124. 
{h)  S£Siii.l62. 
\e)  5  VcM.  4Q5. 
\d)  2  Swan,  342. 


The 


{e)  1  MyLS^K.U%. 
(g)  1  Keen^na. 
(A)  10  Vet.  195. 
(0  AMad.\U 
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1840.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Davies  The  first  point  is  as  to  the  gift  to  the  chapel.     It  ap- 

HoFKiNs.  pears  from  the  affidavit  set  out  in  the  Master's  report, 
(the  facts  in  which,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  I  am 
to  treat  as  if  they  were  special  circumstances  found  by 
his  report),  that  there  was  neither  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  nor  at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  any  thing  which 
could  clearly  and  regularly  be  called  a  debt  charged 
upon  this  chapel,  or  due  from  the  persons  who  were 
members  of  it;  but  about  two  years  previous  to  the  date 
of  the  will,  by  some  arrangement  amongst  the  Method- 
ists' connection,  a  large  debt,  which  had  been  con- 
tracted under  circumstances  which  do  not  appear,  had 
been  apportioned  amongst  the  several  congregations  or 
chapels ;  and  under  that  arrangement  the  sum  of  6002i 
had  been  allotted  to  this  particular  chapel,  with  a  view 
not  of  charging  it  as  a  debt,  as  I  understand  it,  but 
with  a  view  of  having  the  amount  raised  by  voluntary 
contributions,  and  which  has  not  been  done.  It  does 
not  appear,  from  any  thing  which  is  stated,  that  there  was 
the  least  obligation  of  any  sort  or  kind  upon  any  of 
that  body  to  pay  this  sum,  —  no  legal,  moral  or  any 
other  obligation,  or  any  thing  that  subjected  the  parties 
to  any  sort  of  liability.  I  confess  I  have  great  difficulty 
in  allowing  as  a  legacy  that  alleged  debt,  which  was  to 
be  paid  under  these  circumstances.  I  say  it  with  some 
regret,  because  I  cannot  help  suspecting  that  the  testa- 
tor really  meant  it ;  but  if  he  meant  it,  he  has  not  so 
described  it 

With  respect  to  the  other  question,  which  is,  what  is 
to  be  done  with  the  second  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the 
testator's  estate  under  the  circumstances  which  have  hap- 
pened ;  it  appears  that  as  to  this  moiety  of  the  residue, 
there  is  a  direct  gift  to  the  children  of  Thomas  after  his 

decease. 
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decease,  and  a  gift  over  to  the  children  of  the  daughter 
upon  the  death  of  the  son  without  issue,  but  it  is  given 
so  that  the  shares  and  proportions  and  manner  are  to  be 
the  same  as  the  shares  of  the  other  moiety.  Now,  with 
respect  to  the  other  moiety,  they  are  to  have  nothing  till 
after  the  death  of  their  mother ;  and  what  they  are  to 
have  in  expectation  is  subject  to  this,  that  if  they  die  in 
the  lifetime  of  Mary  Davies^  leaving  issue,  the  interest 
which  was  given  to  them,  is  given  to  that  issue. 
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1840. 


Davieb 
Hopkins. 


I  apprehend,  that  according  to  the  direction  here 
given,  they  are  not  to  take  more  in  the  share  which 
they  were  to  have  in  consequence  of  the  death  of 
TAamas  Johriy  without  issue  than  they  were  to  take  in 
the  other  share  which  would  come  to  them  after  the 
death  of  their  mother.  If  so,  there  is  no  gift  to  them 
of  any  thing  until  after  that  event. 

Now,  if  there  is  no  disposition  at  all,  during  the  time 
which  is  to  elapse  between  the  death  of  Thomas  John 
without  issue  and  the  death  of  Mary  Jenkins^  we  have 
in  this  will,  as  to  this  matter,  an  intestacy.     But  the 
question  is,  whether  we  are, not  to   collect  from  the 
clauses  in  this   will  sufficient  to  make  a  gift  by  im- 
plication.    This  is  unquestionably  a  case  of  doubt,  as 
all    cases   of  this  nature   must  necessarily  be,   but  I 
confess  I  think   that  there  is   here   by  implication   a 
^ft  to  Mary  Jenkins  for  her  life.     That  being  so,  I 
(hink   I  ought  not  to  go  on  to  make  any  other  de- 
cslaration,  because  I  do  not  know  who  may  be  the  proper 
jDarties  to  contest  the  rights.     I  think  I  cannot  now  go 
further  than  to  declare  that  Mary  Jenkins  is  by  implica- 
tion entitled  for  her  life. 


Vol.  II. 


U 
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1840. 


Feb,  13, 14.  COOPER  V.  The  Earl  of  WALDEGRAVE. 

A  bill  of  ex-     rjlHE  question  in  this  case  was,  at  what  rate  interest 
drawn  and  ac-  was  payable  on  three  bills  of  exchange,  dated  in 

cepted  in  \S29y  and  amountlnff  together  to  800/.,  which  had  been 

Parity  and  o      o 

made  payable  drawn  by  W.  F.  Maiurtn  upon,  and  accepted  by,  the 

The  dra^r  ^^^  ^^  Waldegrave.    Both  the  drawer  and  acceptor  were 

and  acceptor  then  resident  in  Paris,     The  bills  were  payable  in 

tWe.  *^No  London  to  W.  F,  Maturing  or  order,  five  months  after 

rate  of  interest  date;  but  no  particular  rate  of  interest  was  stated  to  be 
was  expressed  ,  ,  ,  *  ^  ,      ,  .,, 

to  be  payable    payable  on  the  face  of  the  bills. 

on  the  bill : 

Held,  that  the        ^,      ,  .„    ,      .    ,  ,  ,  . 

default  being        The  bills  by  indorsement  became  the  property  of  one 
made  in  j  p  j^Qfi^^.  ^nd  in  this,  which  was  a  creditor's,  suit  he 

England^  m-  '  .... 

terestwaspny-  claimed  the  amount  of  principal  with  interest  at  6  per 

able  according 

to  the  Engliih  ^®°'' 

and  not  the 

''^ T^t  '^^  ^y  ^^^  '^^  ^^  France^  6  per  cent  is  payable  on  mer- 

tracts  merely    cantile  instruments  (a) ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
wTgeneVai      interest  after  this  rate,  or  English  interest  after  the  rate 

rule,  that  of  5  per  cent.,  was  payable  on  these  bills. 

questions  re* 

latin^  to  the 

validitjr  and  The   Master  was  of  opinion  that  6  per  cent,  was 

to  the  inter-  •  i 

pretation  of  a  payable. 

contract  are 

to  begovdrnecl       jhe  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  this  report. 
bv  the  law  of  r  i 

the  country  Mr. 

where  the 

contract  was  (a)  '*  Les  int^rSts  pour  dom-  cent,  dans  les  matieres  de  corn- 
made;  and  if  mages  resultant  du  retard  dans  merce,  par  la  loi  du  3me  Sep- 
n  "n ™e  f^  ^^  ^^  paiement  sont  fix&  a  cinq  tembre  1807.*'  6  TouURer,  2S0j; 
anceofacon-  P^"''  cent.,  sans  retenue  dans  &nd  ^e  Corps  du  DroU  Franfmii 
tract  is  sought  les  matieres  civiles,  et  a  six  pour  torn.  ii.  p.  759. 
in  another 

country,  the  mode  of  suing,  and  the  time  within  which  the  action  roust  be  brought, 
are  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  action  is  brought. 
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Mr.  Stticart  and  Mr.  Wray,   in   support  of  the   ex-         1840. 


^s^ptions. 


COOPCB 
V. 


Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Griffith  Richards  and   Mr.  L.  „  The  Earl 
contra. 


Waldeobavs. 


The  following  cases  and  authorities  were  cited :  — 
Fonblanque,  Equity  (a),  Montgomery  v.  Bridge  (i), 
.^^^moit  V.  Re^em  (c),  British  Linen  Company  v.  Drum" 
'WTM^ond  (rf),  Thompson  v,  Ponxdes  (^),  Gfln/^  v.  Mackenzie{g\ 
rr  V.  Churchill  {h),  Auriol  v.  Thomas  (/),  Bayley  on 
ills,  157.;  Storey f  Confl.  Laws^  241.,  &  note  242.; 
4I7Jiitty  on  BiUs^  423.  6th  ed.,  Cougan  v.  JBawfo  there 
ited  ;  3  Burgees  Commentaries^  772.  ^/  5^j. 


7iie  Master  ^///^  Rolls.  JPV6.  i4. 

The  question  arises  on  three  bills  of  exchange  which 
'  xe  drawn  upon  and  accepted  by  the  late  Earl  Walde- 
in  France  and  made  payable  in  England  ;  the  same 
bl  M  Jts  were  indorsed  in  France  to  the  now  holder ;  the  bills 
re  dishonoured  when  due,  and  the  holder  has  claimed 
amount,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent,  against  the  estate 
the  acceptor;  and  the  Master  having  allowed  the 
m,  the  question  upon  the  exception  which  remains 
^^isposed   of  is,   whether   interest  is   to  be  allowed 
^rding  to  the  law  of  France  or  according  to  the  law 
-England. 

or  the  exceptant  it  is  said,  that  although  the  con- 
was  made  in  France^  yet,  as  the  acceptor's  contract 
to  be  performed  in  England  by  payment  there,  the 
of  England  must  determine  the  mode  of  payment 
the  consequences  of  nonpayment. 


^^^3  438.  and  note  U  {e)  ^  Sim,  211. 

^^3  2  Dow.  4r  CI.  297.  (g)  5  Camp,  51. 

^«^^  2  Car.  4-  P.  88.  (A)  1  Hen.  BL  227. 

^^}  10  Bam.  4-  C.  905.  (i)  2  Temi  Rep.  52. 


For 


rr  « 
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1840.  For  the  holder  of  the  bills  it  is  said,  that  the  law  of 

Cooper'     i^rawr^,  where  the  contract  was  entered  into,  must  govern 

V.  the  rijrhts  of  all  parties  claiming  under  the  contract. 

The  Earl  o  F  8 

Waloeobave. 

As  to  contracts  merely  personal,  I  apprehend  it  to 

be  a  general  rule,  that  questions  relating  to  the  validity 

and    to   the    interpretation   of  a  contract   are   to  be 

governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  contract 

was  made,  and  that  if  a  remedy  for  non-performance  of 

a  contract  is  sought  in  another  country,  the  mode  of 

suing  and  the  time  within  which  the  action  must  be 

brought  are  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country 

in  which  the  action  is  brought. 

In  the  present  case,  the  doubt  does  not  arise  upon 
any  general  rule  relating  to  the  subject,  but  from  this, 
—  that  the  contract  which  was  made  in  one  country  was 
to  be  performed  by  payment  of  money  in  another,  and 
did  not  itself  provide  for  the  cdnsequences  of  default 

It  would  seem  that  cases  of  this  description  have  fre- 
quently come  under  the  consideration  of  courts  in  other 
countries,  and  more  particularly  in  America  ;  and  that  it 
has  been  held  in  such  cases,  the  mode  of  payment  and  the 
consequences  of  nonpayment  are  to  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  the  payment  was  contracted 

to  be  made.     It  is  singular,  that  no  case  has  been  found 

» 

in  which  the  point  has  been  directly  determined  in  the 
English  tribunals ;  but  the  cases  which  have  been  cited 
shew  that  the  courts  in  England  have  decided  upon 
principles  which  do  not  in  any  degree  conflict  with  the 
principles  upon  which  the  courts  in  other  countries  have 
proceeded. 

The  contract  of  the  acceptor,  which  alone  is  now  to 
be  considered,  is  to  pay  in  England;  the  nonpayment 

of 
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of  the  money  when  the  bill  becomes  due  is  a  breach  in        1840. 
England  of  the  contract  which  was  to  be  performed  in     ^'^T''^^'^^ 
England*     Upon  the  breach  the  right  to  damages  or  v. 

interest  immediately  accrues ;  interest  is  given  as  com-  ^XT 
pensation  for  the  nonpayment  in  England^  and  for  the 
delay  of  payment  suffered  in  England  ;  and  I  think  that 
the  law  o[ England^  t.  e,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  de- 
fault has  happened  must  govern  the  allowance  of  interest 
which  arises  out  of  that  default ;  and  consequently  that 
the  exception  which  relates  to  the  interest  is  well  founded. 

At  the  time  when  there  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  of 
the  acceptor  by  nonpayment  in  the  country  where  pay- 
ment is  contracted  to  be  made,  there  may  be  a  cotem- 
poraneous  breach  of  contract  by. the  drawer  or  indorser 
in  the  country  where  the  contract  was  entered  into,  — 
where  the  bill  was  drawn  and  the  indorsement  made ; 
and  the  consequences  of  that  breach  of  contract  may  be 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  takes  place. 


PRICE  V.  BERRINGTON.  Feb.  is. 

rr^HIS  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  1809,  on  Defendants 
-^    the  ground  of  fraud,  and  of  the  vendor  being  at  the?r"nswer 

the  time  a  lunatic.     The  Plaintiff  had  been  found  luna-  that  all  per- 

...  1    1    ^  ^L     sons  interested 

tic  by  an  mquisition  m  1837,  which  asserted  that  the  were  parties 

lunatic  had  lucid  intervals  from  the  year  1796;  he  *^ j'*'^  *^^'J' 
now  claimed  to  have  the  estate  conveyed  to  him  in  fee.  hearing  ob- 
it appeared,  however,  that  in   1805  he  had  executed  ^^gn^^f^par. 

another  deed,  which  gave  interests  in  the  estate  to  his  ties,  and  the 

objection  pre- 
wife  and  children.  vailed :  Held, 

In  that  having 
misled  the 
plaintiff,  they  ought  to  pay  him  the  costs  of  the  day. 
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1840. 


ALD WORTH  v.  ROBINSON.  Feb.  i ;. 

TN  1826,  Mr.  Lindsej/s  estate  was  subject  to  several  Form  of 

mortgages,  aroounting  to  5000/.,  and  which,  by  a  ^^*^'"^  *"  ^ 

transfer  in  that  year,  became  vested  in  the  Plaintiff.  suit,  where  A.^ 

whose  estate 
was  alreadj 
In  the  same  year,  Mr.  Robinson  applied  to  the  Plain-  mortgaged  to 

tiiff,  Mr.  Aldxvorthj  for  the  loan  of  6000/.  on  mortgage  joined  £.,  as 

of  his  estates,  which  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  advance  on  Wg  surety,  in 

a  mortgage  to 
Lindsey  also  securing  the  sum  on  his  estates ;  Robinson  the  Plaintiff  of  * 

and  Lindsey  accordingly  mortgaged  their  respective  es-      '^    5"" 

tates  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  6000/. ;  they  after-  further  sum. 

wards,  in  1828,  executed  to  the  Plaintiff  a  further  charge  catioVto  the 

on  their  estates  for  500/.  Master  of  the 

Rolls,  on  the 
certificate  of 
The   Plaintiff  having,  as  before  stated,   obtained  a  Plaintiff's 

transfer  of  the  mortgages  on  Lindsey's  estate  for  the  JanceV  cause 

BOOOLy  filed  this  bill  of  foreclosure.  as  a  short 

cause,  was  re- 
fused on  the 

The  Plaintiff,  in  May,  1839,  moved  that  the  cause  Defendant's 

counsel 
might  be  advanced  and  heard  as  a  short  cause,  but  the  stating  that  it 

application  was  refused  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  ^*lf  °'  ® 

foreclosure  suit,  (a)      After   the   general   order  of  the  and  the  costs 

9th  of  Mm/j  1839(6),  the  motion  was  repeated  on  the  were  reserved. 

certificate  of  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  of  its  being  a  short  The  cause 

afterwards 

cause.      The   Defendant's   counsel    having   stated    his  came  on  in  its 

opinion  that  it  was  not  a  proper  cause  to  be  heard  'egularcourse, 
as   a   short  cause,   the  Master  of  the  Rolls  at  once  Court,  being 
refused  the  application,  but  reserved  the  costs  of  the  Sia^^the^cause 

motion  until  the  hearing.  '  was  a  proper 

rpi       one  to  be 
^"^   heard  as  a 
short  cause, 
^avc  to  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  motion* 

(a)  1  Beatan,  99.  note  (rf).  {^)  Tb,  x. 
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Aldworth 

V. 

Robinson. 


The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  and  the  only 
questions  were,  as  to  the  form  of  the  decree,  and  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  motion  which  had  been  reserved. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Russell^  for  the  Plaintiff 
cited  Becket  v.  Micklethwaite.  (a) 

Mr.  WiUcock  and  Mr.  Roupellj  contrdj  for  the  De 
fendants. 


Mr.  Pembertarif  in  reply.    ' 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  there  were  several  mort' 
gages  amounting  to  5000/.  upon  Lindseys  estate  before 
the  year  1826.     In  the  year  1826,  Robinson  mortgage^ 
his  estate,  which  is  quite  distinct,  for  the  sum  of  600021  ^ 
and  at  the  same  time,  Ltndsey  executed  deeds,  whereb^' 
he  made  his  estate,  called  the  Grove  End  Farm,  whict^ 
was  then  subject  to  prior  debts  amounting  together 
5000/.,  liable  for  Robitison's  mortgage  for  6000/.    I 
the  year  1 828,  the  further  sum  of  500/.  was  raised  b 
Robinson^   and   upon   that  occasion  Lindsey  execa 
a  deed,  by  which  he  added  the  500/.  to  the  charge  p 
viously  subsisting  upon  his  estate;  the  consequence 
which  is  that  Lindsei^s  estate  is  charged  with  the  o 
ginal  sum  of  5000/.,  and  also  with  the  additional  sum 
6500/.,  but  Robinson's  estate  was  never  subject  to  moi 
than  the  6500/.,  care  therefore  must  be  taken  not 
charge  it  with  more.     The  Plaintiff  being  entitled 
both  the  debts,  there  must  be  an  account  taken  of  wh 
is  due  to  him  upon  each  of  them ;  and  upon  payment 
both,  Lindsei/s  estate  is  to  be  redeemed,  but  Robinsorm  ^s 
estate  must  be  made  subject  to  the  6500/.  only. 

As 

(a)  6  Mad.  199.;  and  Seton  on  Decrees,  175. 


( 
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As  to  the  costs  of  the  motion,  I  think  the  Plaintiff 
Btitled  to  them,  for  all  that  was  required  in  this  case 

be  brought  before  the  Court  was  a  simple  statement 
f  the  facts,  (a) 


(a)  For  the  decree  in  this  case 
Beg.  Lib.  A.  1839,  fo.  874. 
will  be  found  rather  compli- 
in  consequence  ofthe  death 
£  Lindsey,  and  of  his  having  de- 


vised part  of  his  mortgaged  estate 
to  his  daughter  Xr^^^, discharged 
of  all  mortgages  &c.,  and  his  re- 
siduary real  and  personal  estate 
to  the  Defendant  Robinson. 


1840. 


Aldworth 

V. 

Robinson. 


WOOD  V.  HITCHINGS. 


1879. 
Dec.  9, 

1840. 
Feb.  18. 


"AMES  WOODf  of  Gloucester,  banker  and  mercer.  An  appeal 
died  on  the  20th  of  April  1836,  possessed  of  pro-  }„  the^Prlvy 

rty  stated  to  amount  to  nearly  1,000,000/.  sterling.  Council  front 

-f      ^        '  °    a  sentence  of 

tt  his  death  two  testamentary  papers,  wafered  toge-  theEcclesi- 

Br  and  dated  respectively  the  2d  and  3d  of  Decern-  "?*^»!  ^^"''^ 

^  ^  rejecting  the 

I  IBS*,  were  propounded  for  probate  in  the  Preroga-  testamentary 

«  Court,  by  Mr.  Chadbome,  Mr.  Osbom,  Mr.  Surman  S^^ed^aSd 

^  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  M.   Wood;    the  effect  of  these  declaring  an 

-pers  conjointly,  was  to  appoint  these  four  gentlemen  Hmited  admi- 


'^cutors,  and  to  ffive  them  the  whole  of  the  residuary  nitration 

,  ,  ^    ,  r^,  ,.1.       pendente  lUe 

and  personal  estate  of  the  testator.     The  vahdity  had  ceased  by 
^*     these  instruments  being  disputed  by  parties  claiming  ^n^'^^^'^u^f* 
^^   be  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  a  suit,  in  conse-  bition  had 

HV^ence,  arose  in  the  Prerogative  Court  thg  p^yy 

Council  which 
Pending  inhibited  the 
Ecclesiastical 
^oort  proceeding.   There  being  no  person  in  the  mean  time  authorized  to  protect 
^Qd  collect  the  estate,  Held,  that  these  circumstances,  of  themselves  alone,  justified 
tbe  appointment  of  a  receiver  by  this  Court.* 

Held  also,  that  a  receiver  might  in  such  case  be  granted  on  the  application  of  a 
party  appellant,  who,  assuming  the  decision  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  be  cor- 
rect, had  no  interest  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased. 

And  thirdly  that  the  circumstance  of  there  being  no  person  in  whose  name  an 
action  might  be  brought  to  recover  the  property  is  not  a  sufficient  objection  to  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver. 
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Pending  these  proceedings,  a  third  testamentary  paper 
of  the  deceased,  dated  Julj/f  18S5,  was  sent  anonymously 
by  post  to  one  of  the  alleged  next  of  kin  under  very  extra- 
ordinary circumstances.  This  paper  was  torn  and  partly 
burnt,  and  referred  to  a  prior  codicil  which  had  never 
been  produced  ;  it  was  accompanied  by  a  pencil  writing, 
stating  that  the  enclosed  had  been  saved  out  of  many 
burnt.  Tliis  paper  bequeathed  legacies  to  a  con- 
siderable amount,  and  gave  the  rest  of  the  property  of 
the  deceased  to  his  executors.  This  paper  was  also 
propounded  by  some  of  the  legatees  claiming  under  it 

On  the  4th  of  June  1886,  by  an  interlocutory  decree, 
letters  of  administration  pending  the  suit,  and  limited  to 
the  sale  of  4-243/.  stock,  and  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents, 
and  to  the  management  of  the  leasehold  estates,  and  to 
the  payment  of  all  sums  due  from  the  deceased  on  ac- 
"ccunt  of  his  banking  concerns,  was  granted  by  ihe  Pre- 
rogative Court  to  Mr.  Maddy. 

On  the  20th  oi  February  1839,  the  Prerogative  Court 
^decided  against  the  force  and  validity  of  the  three 
several  testamentary  papers,  and  consequently  that  the 
•deceased  died  intestate. 

The  Plaintiff,  together  with  Chadbome  and  Osbionij 
:appealed  to  the  Privy  Council  from  this  decision,  as  did 
some  of  the  legatees  claiming  under  the  third  instru- 
ment.  That  Court,  according  to  the  usual  course  of 
practice,  issued  an  inhibition,  whereby  the  Prerogative 
Court  was  inhibited  and  restrained  from  further  pro- 
ceeding in  the  said  suit,  or  upon  the  sentence  or  decree 
pronounced  therein. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  3d  of  August  1839,  by 
Sir  M.  Wood  alone,  against  the  other  alleged  executors, 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  some  of  the  legatees 

under 
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under  the  third  instrument^  and  Mn  Maddy^  stating  the 
above  facts,  and  further  stating,  that  the  suit  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  being  no  longer  pending,  the  admi- 
nistration granted  to  Mr.  Maddy  had  determined,  and 
that  there  was  not,  as  the  Plaintiff  was  advised,  any  per- 
son having  any  lawful  power  or  authority  to  sell  the  stock 
in  trade,  furniture,  plate  and  other  household  effects  re- 
maining unsold,  or  to  collect,  get  in  or  receive  the  debts 
or  the  interest  thereon,  or  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
leasehold  estates,  or  the  dividends  and  interest  of  said 
stocks  and  funds. 


1839. 


Wood 

UlTCHINOS. 


The  bill  contained  very  searching  and  minute  en- 
quiries as  to  the  third  alleged  testamentary  paper,  as  to 
the  evidence  of  its  execution  and  of  its  being  signed, 
and  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  its  being 
brought  forward,  and  the  result  of  all  enquiries  in  re- 
spect of  the  same;  and  it  prayed  that  the  defendants,  who 
were  the  alleged  next  of  kin  and  the  parties  claiming 
under  the  third  testamentary  paper,  who  were  respon- 
dents in  the  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  '^  might  make  a 
full  disclosure  and  discovery  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  the  benefit  thereof,"  and 
that  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  might  be  se- 
cured pending  the  appeal  and  until  a  legal  personal 
O'epresentative  of  the  deceased  should  be  duly  appointed, 
4md  that  in  the  mean  time  a  receiver  might  be  appointed, 
^md  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  receipts  and 
payments  of  Edwin  Maddy  in  respect  of,  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased. 


It  appeared  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  that  the  first 
and  secobd  testamentary  papers,  though  propounded 
together,  had  been  wafered  and  placed  in  an  envelope 
by  one  of  the  executors,  and  the  Court,  in  giving  judg- 
ment>  had  ob;served  strongly  on  the  mode  in  which  the 

case 
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case  had  been  brought  forward  by  the  executors,  whom 
it  condemned  in  costs. 

It  appeared,  also,  that  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case  had 
filed,  on  the  27th  of  July,  another  bill  similar  to  the 
present,  and  marked  it  ^'  before  the  Lord  Chancellor," 
and  in  which  he  had  given  a  notice  of  tnotion  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor  similar  to  the  present,  but  that  on  the 
1st  of  August  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  of  course 
to  dismiss  the  bill,  and  on  the  3d  of  August  filed  this 
bill,  and  gave  a  notice  of  motion  before  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  similar  to  that  before  given  in  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor's CouFt 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff 
for  a  receiver  of  the  personal  estiite  of  the  deceased. 

Sir  C.  WetherelU  Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Bethell,  for  the 
motion,  contended  that  the  administration  pendente  Hie 
to  Mr.  Maddy^  which  was  limited  to  a  particular  part 
of  the  testator's  property,  had  expired  upon  pronoun- 
cing the  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  —  that 
the  functions  of  that  Court  were  wholly  suspended 
by  the  writ  of  inhibition,  —  and  that  under  tht  Privy 
Council  Act  (a)  the  Judicial  Committee  had  no  power 
of  appointing  an  administrator  pending  the  appeal. 
That  in  this  state  of  circumstances  the  property  of  the 
deceased  was  wholly  without  protection  and  subjected 
to  great  prejudice,  and  that  it  would  be  evidently  for 
the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested,  that  a  receiver  should 
be  appointed.  They  referred  to  the  following  autho- 
rities in  support  of  this  jurisdiction.  JRicAards  v. 
Chave  (^),  Knight  v.  Duplessis  (c).  King  v.  King  (rf), 
Atkinson  v.  Henshaw  (e).  Walker  v.  Walka'  (g).  Ball  v. 

Oliver 

(a)  2  &  3  W.  4.  c.  92.  {d)  6  Ves  172.  , 

{b)  12  K<?1.462.  {e)  2  Vei,  ^  B.85. 

(c)  1  Ves.  sen.  524.  (g)  2  Ves.  (^  ^.91.  note  6. 
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Oliver  (a),  Liddell  v.  Liddell  {b\  Watkins  v.  Brent  (c), 
Dajf  V.  Croft  {d\  and  J?/aA-^  v.  Blake  (e). 

They  also  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  be 
prejudiced  in  the  application  by  any  misconduct  of  his 
co-executor  in  which  the  Plaintiff  bad  no  participa- 
tion. 

Mr.  Kinderslet^i  Mr.  L,  Wigram^  Mr.  Richards  and 
Mr.  Joliffe,  for  the  alleged  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  S.  Skarpe,  for  the  legatees 
under  the  third  testamentary  instrument,  opposed  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  contending  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
been  guilty  of  great  laches  and  of  improper  conduct  by 
commencing  and  abandoning  similar  proceedings  be- 
fore the  Vice-Chancellor ;  that  in  respect  also  of  the 
proceedings  adverted  to  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  he 
was  not  rectus  in  air  id,  and  according  to  the  decision 
then  still  unreversed,  he  had  no  interest  in  the  estate  of 
the  deceased.  That  this  was  an  attempt  indirectly  to 
obtain  a  discovery  in  aid  of  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical 


(a)  2  Fes.  ^  B,  96. 

(b)  Cited  l2Ke«.  464. 
{c)  1  Myl.  4-  Cr,  97. 

(rf)  Roll8,9th  A'iw.lSSS.  They 
stated  the  case  to  be  as  follows. 
There  was  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Court,  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  appointnient  by  a  codicil  of  a 
Mr.  2>ti/b»r  to  be  an  executor. 
That  Court  decided  against  the 
codicil,  and  displaced  Mr.  Z>u- 
/ott/s  title.  He  appealed  to  the 
Privy  Council,  and  an  inhibition 
issued  to  restrain  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Court  from  further  pro- 
ceedings; and  upon  a  bill  by 


persons  interested  under  the 
will,  the  Court  appointed  a  re- 
ceiver, on  the  ground  of  there 
being  no  person  to  protect  the 
property,  and  no  power  else- 
where to  appoint  one. 

(e)  Exchequer,  Michaelmas 
term,  1828,  thus  stated  by  Mr. 
Bethell.  A  decree  for  probate 
had  been  made  by  the  Preroga- 
tive Court,  and  an  appeal  to  the 
Delegates  bei  ng  pending,C.^aron 
Alexander,  notwithstanding  the 
opposition  of  the  executors,  to 
whom  probate  had  been  decreed, 
granted  a  receiver. 


18S9. 


Wood 

V. 
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18S9.        astical  Court,  which  could  not  be  had  directly  (a),  aod 
^^y^^^     that  the  bill  in  reality  was  a  mere  bill  of  discovery,  and 
V.  not  filed  bon&Jide  for  the  protection  of  the  estate.    That 

HiTCHiNos.  ^^  Plaintiff  ought  either  to  obtam  an  administration  pen^ 
dente  lite  from  the  Privy  Council,  who,  under  the  act  of 
the  2  &  3  W.^.  c.  92.,  had  the  same  power  which  the 
Delegates  formerly  had  to  grant  it,  or  from  the  Prero- 
gative Court,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  after  four 
years'  litigation  in  another  Court,  now  to  change  the 
jurisdiction.  And  lastly,  that  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver would  be  nugatory,  as  there  was  no  person  in 
whose  name  he  could  sue  to  recover  the  proper^. 

ZThe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Is  there  any  case  in 
which  the  Court  has  refused  to  appoint  a  receiver  pend- 
ing a  litigation  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  legal  personal  representative  ?  Hat 
this  Court  ever  allowed  a  person  who  admits  a  sum  of 
money  to  be  due  from  him  to  an  estate,  to  dispute  the 
right  of  the  receiver  to  collect  it  ?] 

The  Bank  of  England  would  not  pay  and  would  be 
justified  by  the  acts  of  parliament,  and  the  receiver 
would  have  no  means  of  compelling  payment  from  the 
debtors  to  the  estate  who  might  dispute  the  debt.    {Th^ 
Master  of  the  Rolls.     Then  the  Court  would  put  th-** 
matter  into  a  course  of  investigation.]    Jones  v.  God^^^^ 
rich  {b)  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  DijcoUy  for  Mr.  Surman^  opposed  the  applicatio  '^ 
principally  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  suit  pendin  -^ 
in  the  Vice-Chancellor's  Court  for  the  same  purpose  i 
which  the  next  of  kin  were  Plaintiffs,  and  which  woul-^ 
be  the  most  proper  suit  in  which  to  apply  for  a  received 

Mm 

(a)  Miifordy  186.,  and  Dun  v.         {h)  Before  the  Lord  Chan 
Coaiet^  1  Aik.  288.  lor,  Nov,  21,  22.  1839. 
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Mr.  BealeSi  for  Mr.  Osbom^  and  Mr.  Girdlestoncy  for 
JAu  Maddyy  submitted  to  any  order. 

Sir  C.  Wetherellf  in  reply,  contended,  that  even  if  pro- 
jection for  the  property  could  be  obtained  through  the 
^nedium  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  or  the  judicial  com- 
mittee, still  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  would  not  be 
ousted;  that  both  in  Liddell  v.  Liddell^  and  Day  v.  Crqfi 
the  receiver  had  been  appointed  pending  an  appeal. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  read  the 
l>ill  and  affidavits  before  giving  his  decision  in  this  case, 
l3ut  that  he  could  not  permit  any  doubt  to  be  entertained 
:respecting  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  a  case  of  this 
description.  That  it  was  perfectly  clear  to  him,  that 
"die  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  granting  a 
:s-eceiver  for  the  protection  of  the  estate,  and  that  it  was 
ot  necessary  in  order  to  authorize  the  Court  to  appoint 
.  receiver,  that  there  should  be  a  person  in  whose 
ame  an  action  might  be  brought  to  recover  the  pro- 
rty.  That  the  question  here  was,  whether  it  was 
ecessary  for  the  protection  of  the  interests  of  all  parties 
ocerned  that  there  should  be  a  receiver. 


1839. 


Wood 

V. 
HXTCHINOS. 


7"ke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  was  a  motion   for  a  receiver  of  the  personal 
^^te  of  James  Wood^  deceased,  who  died  at  Gloucester 
^  the  28th  ofAprillSSG. 

After  h^  death  the  Plaintiff,  together  with  Mr.  Chad" 
I  ^£^0  Osbom  and  Mr.  Surman^  alleged  that  in  the 

^^^^^       £•  December   18S4  he  had  made  a   will,   and 
'^'"'^r  /ippoihted  them  executors. 

Some 


1840. 
Feb.  1. 
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1 840.  Some  time  afterwards,  it  was  alleged  by  other  persons 

^^!^^^^^^  that  the  testator  had  made  a  codicil  or  testamentary 

V.  paper,  dated  in  Juli/  1835,  and  some  of  the  testator's 

HiTCHiNQs.  jjgj^j.  Qf  j^jjj  alleged  that  the  testator  died  intestate. 

Proceedings  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury 
were  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  determined 
whether  the  deceased  Mr.  James  Wood  died  testate  as  to 
the  papers  propounded,  or  any  of  them,  or  not;  and  on 
the  4th  of  June  1836,  a  limited  administration  pendente 
lite  was  granted  to  Mr.  Maddy, 

Sentence  was  pronounced  on  the  20th  of  February 
1 839,  and  it  was  declared  that  the  several  testamentary 
papers  which  had  been  propounded  were  void,  and  that 
the  deceased  died  intestate. 

The  effect  of  this  sentence  was  to  deprive  the  Plain- 
tifiT,  and  the  other  persons  claiming  to  be  executors 
under  the  paper  of  December  1834,  of  all  right  to  and 
interest  in  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  and  at  the  same 
time  to  determine  the  limited  administration  pendente 
lite  which  had  been  granted  to  Mr.  Maddy. 

The  Plaintiff,  and  the  other  persons  claiming  to  be 
executors,  have  appealed  from  the  sentence  to  the 
Queen  in  council,  the  case  is  referred  to  the  Judi- 
cial Committee,  and  an  inhibition  against  further  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  issued,  the 
litigation  between  the  parties  is  transferred  to  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  and  is  now  pending,  and  in  the  meantime 
there  is  no  person  legally  entitled  to  receive  any  part  of 
the  effects  of  the  deceased. 

These  circumstances  standing  alone  appear  to  me  to 
authorize  the  Court  to  interfere  for  the  protection  of 
the  property,  which  consists  not  only  of  a  very  large 

sum 
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sum  of  money  in  the  funds,  but  also  of  leasehold  estates, 
of  stock  in  trade,  and  debts  of  considerable  amount. 

The  application,  however,  is  made  by  the  Plaintiff 
alone;  every  other  person  who,  in  any  view  of  the  case, 
may  be  interested  in  the  estate,  opposes  the  application ; 
some  on  the  ground  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
do  not  afford  sufficient  reason  for  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  upon  which  the  Court  ought  to  act  in  such 
cases,  others  on  the  ground  that  a  receiver  ought  not 
to  be  appointed  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff  on  this 
bill. 
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I  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  so  far  as  they  regard  the  situation  of  the 
testator's  property,  to  make  it  inexpedient  to  appoint  a 
receiver,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is,  for  his  own  interest, 
entitled  to  the  receiver,  unless  debarred  by  some  per- 
sonal objection. 

As  to  the  personal  objections  to  the  Plaintiff  and  this 
bill.  I  do  not  think  the  bill  a  proper  bill  for  the  mere 
protection  of  the  property  ;  it  is  undoubtedly,  to  a  great 
extent,  a  bill  of  discovery ;  but,  having  regard  to  the 
state  of  this  cause,  I  cannot  venture  to  say  that  the 
circumstance  of  discovery  being  sought  by  this  bill  is  a 
ground  for  refusing  a  motion  for  a  receiver. 

It  is  said  that  the  Plaintiff  does  not  come  with  clean 
hands;  but  the  allegation  takes  for  granted  the  prin- 
cipal point  in  dispute.  If  the  sentence  is  to  stand  the 
plaintiff  is  subject  to  great  imputation ;  but  he  insists 
that  he  ought  to  be  cleared,  and  that  is  a  matter  which 
is  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
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The  same  observation  applies  to  the  objection  that 
is  at  present  without  interest;  he  is  so  if  the  irntmr^^^ 
stands,  and  that  is  the  question  to  be  tried. 

I  have  also  considered  the  objection  which  is  rai&^ 
on  the  ground  of  delay,  and  I  do  not  think  that  there 
is  any  such  delay  proved  as  to  make  the  applicatioo 
improper  at  this  time ;  and,  on  the  whole,  I  think  a  re- 
ceiver ought  to  be  appointed,  (a) 

(a)  Afifirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  March  15th,  184a 


Feb.  22. 

Two  parties, 
who  were  en- 
titled to  pro- 
perty in  equal 
moieties, 
made  an  equi- 
table mortgage 
of  it;  one  of 
the  mort- 
gagors was 
out  of  the 
jurisdiction, 
and  the  whole 
rents  were  re- 
ceived bythe 
other.    The 
Court  granted 
a  receiver. 


HOLMES  V.  BELL. 

nnHE  Defendants,  mUiam  Bell  and  Edward  J. 
-^  Bell,  being  seised  in  equal  moieties  in  fee  simple 
of  the  property  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  deposited 
the  title  deeds  thereof  with  the  Plaintifis,  the  HuU 
Banking  Company,  and  agreed,  when  required,  to  exe- 
cute to  them  a  legal  mortgage  for  securing  any  monies 
due  from  William  Bell  to  the  company  within  a  certain 
limit. 

A  considerable  sum  having  become  due  from  William 
Bell  to  the  company,  the  latter  filed  a  bill  of  foredoBore 
against  William  and  Edward  J.  BeU. 

William  Bell  appeared  and  answered,  but  Edward  J. 
BeU  was  living  out  of  the  jurisdiction  and  had  not  been 
served  with  a  subpcenaj  and  a  motion  was  now  made  for 
a  receiver  of  the  entirety  of  the  rents  and  profits. 


It  appeared  that  William  Bell  was  in  the  receipt  of 
the  whole  of  the  rents  of  the  premises. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Goodeve^  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Beihell^  contrh^  insisted  that  the  Court  would  not 
grant  a  receiver  in  the  absence  of  the  party  principally 
interested,  and  that  to  the  extent  at  least  of  the  interest 
of  Edward  J.  BeU^  who  was  absent,  the  motion  could 
not  be  granted :  Browne  v.  Blount  (a),  Coward  v.  Chad' 
wici  (fi),  Tanfield  v.  Irvine,  (c) 

That  no  difBcjulty  existed  here,  because,  under  the 
recent  statutes,  an  order  might  be  obtained  for  making 
service  abroad  good  service. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply.  The  case  of  Broome  v. 
Blount  arose  at  the  hearing ;  besides,  in  this  case,  the 
Defendant  William  Bell  is  in  possession  of  the  whole 
property.  The  receiver  will  protect  the  property  for 
the  benefit  of  all  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  moiety  of  the  party  who  appears 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  but  as  regards  the  moiety  of  the 
absent  party  there  is  some  difficulty ;  and  if  the  case  of 
Browne  v.  Blount  applied  I  could  not  act  in  opposition 
to  it  without  great  consideration ;  but  in  this  case  the 
Defendants  are  tenants  in  common,  and  the  one  who  is 
before  the  Court  is  in  possession  of  the  whole  rents ; 
and  under  these  circumstances  I  think  that  a  receiver 
of  the  whole  rents  ought  to  be  appointed. 

(a)  8  Run.  i  M.  89.  (c)  S  Ruu.  149. 

\h)  2  Run.  150. 
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Feh.  19. 25.  MILES  V.  PRESLAND. 

In  re  COE. 

A  court  of  T^R.  COE  had  obtained  judgment  in  the  Exchequer 
jurisdiction  of  Pleas  against  H.  M.^  a   Defendant  in  this 

"l^®*"  iJ?®        cause. 

1  &  5?  Vict.        ^"^^* 
c.  110.  «.  14. 

nies  invested        -^^  ^'  ^^  entitled  to  one  fifth  share  of  a  sum  of 

in  the  name  money  in  the  funds,  standincr  in  the  name  of  the  Ac- 
oftheAc-  ^  .        . 

countant-        countant-General,  in  trust  in  this  cause. 

General  to 
stand  charged 

with  a  judg-  Mr.  Hallett  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Cae^  under 
ToTered  at*^^  the  1  &  2  Fict.  c.  110.  s.  14.  (the  act  for  the  Abolition 
law  against  of  Imprisonment  for  Debt),  for  an  order  nisi  that 
titled  to  such  "^'^ss  cause  shewn,  the  one  fifth  of  the  fund  in  Court 
funds.  should  stand  charged  with  the  amount  of  the  judgment 

debt.     He  stated  that  such  orders  had  been  made  by 

the  Vice-Chancellor. 


By  the  act  in  question  it  is  enacted,  that  if  any  per- 
son against  whom  any  judgment  shall  have  been  entered 
up  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  at  Wesftnin' 
ster,  shall  have  any  government  stock,  funds  or  annui- 
ties, or  any  stock  or  shares  of,  or  in  any  public  company 
in  England  (whether  incorporated  or  not),  standing  in 
his  name  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  name  of  any  person 
in  trust  for  him,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  a  Judge  of  one  of 
the  superior  courts,  on  the  application  of  any  judgment- 
creditor,  to  order  that  such  stock,  funds,  annuities  or 
shares,  or  such  of  them,  or  such  part  thereof  respec- 
tively, as  he  shall  think  fit,  shall  stand  charged  with 
the  payment  of  the  amount  for  which  judgment  shall 

have 
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have  been  so  recovered,  and  interest  thereon,  and  such       1 840. 

order  shall  entitle  the  judgment-creditor  to  all  such 

remedies   as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  such 

charge  had  been  made  in  his  favour  by  the  judgment-     P*esland. 

debtor. 

The  next  section  enacts,  that  to  prevent  the  person 
against  whom  the  judgment  has  been  obtained  from  dis- 
posing, &c.,  of  the  stock,  every  order  charging  the 
stock,  &c.,  shall  be  made  in  the  first  instance  ex  parie^ 
and  shall  be  an  order  to  shew  cause  only. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  entertained  great 
doubts  whether  the  act  in  question  authorized  courts  of 
equity  to  make  the  order  which  was  asked  :  he  would, 
however,  read  the  act  and  affidavits,  and  make  enquiry 
as  to  the  orders  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.  His 
Lordship  suggested,  whether  the  proper  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding would  not  be  to  get  the  charging  order  in  the 
court  of  common  law,  and  then  come  here  by  petition 
for  the  ordinary  stop  order. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  found  that  such  Feb,  25. 
an  order  had  been  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor;  that 
his  Lordship  had  read  the  act,  but  he  still  conceived 
he  had  no  authority  to  make  the  order :  he  therefore 
thought  that  the  more  satisfactory  course  would  be  to 
make  an  application  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Note- — An  application  was  afterwards  made  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, who,  after  conferring  with  the  Master  of  the  Roils  and  Vice- 
Chancellor,  decided  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order,  (llth  March  1840.)  See  the  subsequent  act  of  the 
5  &  4  Ftct.  c.  82. 
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Feb.  25.  BENNETT  v.  FOWLER. 

A  bUl  prayed  'T^OWLER,  being  indebted  to  the  PlaintiflF,  agreed 

p^foraiance  ^  ^^^  ^*™  certain  freehold  premises  for  S^^^ 

of  an  agree-  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  debt  should  be  retained  oat 

ment,''ifa  ^  ,              , 

good  title  ^^  ^6  purchase-money. 

couid  be 

made."    At 

the  bearing  it  The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill,  praying  a  specific  per- 

th^the^^ree-  ^^^"^^"^^  of  the  agreement,  "  if  a  good  title  could  be 

ment  ought  to  made  "  against  the  personal  representatives  and  heir  at 

perforaied    ^  ^*^  ^^  Tcrmler  ;  they,  by  their  answers,  insisted  that  the 

and  it  was  re-  agreement  had  been  waived ;  a  decree  was  however  made 

Master  to  en^  whereby  it  was  declared  that  the  agreement  ought  to  be 

quire  whether  specifically  performed  and  carried  into  execution;  and 

couldbemade.  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  enquire  and  state  to 

report^in^  the  Court  whether  a  good  title  could  be  made  to  the 

the  negative,  property. 

ThePIaintifF  ^     ^      ^ 

on  further 

directions  The  Master  reported  that  a  good  title  could  not  be 

objections  to  made,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 

the  title,  and 

proposed  to  « 

take  the  pro-  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wood^  for  the  Plaintiff,  pro- 

wasrwistedby  P^^ed  to  waive  all  objections  to  the  title  and  to  take  the 

the  vendor :  property* 

Held,  that  ^    t-     J 

the  Plaintiff 

was  entitled,  Mr.  G.  Turner  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Tinney)  re- 
but being  .        1               ./s            r                      n   1 

aware  at  the  sisted  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  con- 

oFtht^bjec'  ^^^^  ^ha^  ^^  bill  must  be  dismissed ;  he  argued  that, 

tions  to  the  as  it  now  appeared  that  a  good  title  could  not  be  made, 

to  pay  die"^  '  ^®  prayer  of  the  Plaintiff's  bill  could  not  be  gr&nted; 

costs  of  the  in-  that  the  Court  could  not  decree  the  performance  of  an 

the  Master's  agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  pretended  title,  or  order  the 

office.  conveyance  of  an  estate  to  which  the  Defendant  was 

not 
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Bot  entitled,  as  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  statutes        1840. 

acainst  maintenance  and  champerty.     That  if  the  bill     ^tT"^'^*^' 
^  ^      "f  Bennett 

had  alleged  the  truth,  namely,  that  the  Defendant  had  _  o. 
DO  title,  it  would  have  been  dismissed  (a),  and  that  the 
result  must  be  th^.same  now  that  fact  appeared  judi- 
cially. That,  if  dismissed,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs,  as  the  Plaintiff  when  he  filed  his  billwas 
aware  of  the  objection ;  that  if  the  Plaintiff  should  suc- 
ceed, he  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  investigation  in 
the  Master's  office,  as,  if  he  had  consented  to  take  the 
title  at  the  original  hearing,  the  expense  of  the  reference 
would  have  been  saved. 

That  the  declaration  in  the  decree  that  the  contract 
ought  to  be  specifically  performed,  did  not  prevent  the 
Court  dismissing  the  bill,  now  that  it  appeared  that  the 
Defendants  could  not  make  a  good  title,  Warren  v. 
Richardson,  (b) 

Mr.  Woodj  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill  prayed  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment, '^  if  a  good  title  could  be  made."  Having  regard 
to  the  duty  of  a  vendor  to  make  a  good  title,  it  appears 
to  me  immaterial  whether  these  words  were  there  or 
not.  If  a  plaintiff  prays  the  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement,  he  does  not  intend  to  take  the  property  if 
there  is  no  title.  The  allegation  of  the  Defendants  was, 
that  the  agreement  has  been  waived,  but  at  the  hearing  a 
decree  for  specific  performance  was  pronounced,  and  a 
reference  was  directed  to  the  Master  to  see  if  a  good 
title  could  be  made.  Under  that  decree  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  vendor  to  make  out  a  good  title,  and  the 
right  of  the  other  party  to  have  it ;  but  I  do  not  know 

any 

{(o)  Nicloton  V.  Wordsworih^  2  Swan,  369,       (b)  1  Yotinge,  1, 

X  4 
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1 840.        any  reason  why  the  purchaser  who  has  that  right  may 
^^^^^"""^■^     not,  if  he  thinks  fit,  dispense  with  the  performance  by 
V.  the  other  party  of  his  duty,  and  waive  carrying  in  ob- 

l<owLER.  jections  to  the  title ;  he  insisted,  however,  on  the  objec- 
tions ta  the  title,  and  the  result  was  that  the  Master 
reported  that  a  good  title  could  not  be  made ;  this  m^eans, 
not  that  the  parties  have  no  title  at  all,  but  that  they 
cannot  make  out  such  a  title  as  the  Plaintiff  is  bound  to 
accept.  The  Plaintiff  now  says,  I  am  willing  to  waive 
all  the  objections,  and  to  accept  the  title  which  can  be 
made :  the  question  is,  if  he  has  not  a  right  to  say  so. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  obligation  to  which  a  vendor  is 
subject  to  make  out  a  title  is  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  purchaser  only,  and  that  if  he  thinks  fit  to  waive  it, 
he  has  a  right  to  do  so. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have 
the  agreement  specifically  performed,  so  far  as  it  can 
be,  and  it  being  admitted  that  the  Plaintiff  at  the  hear- 
ing was  acquainted  with  the  objections  to  the  title,  he 
must  bear  the  costs  of  investigating  the  title :  the  other 
costs  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Defendants. 
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HUE  V.  RICHARDS.  Xov.7. 

It/TESSRS.    RICHARDS   and    Hue    carried    on  By  articles  of 
-^■^  business  in  partnership  together,  under  articles  of  ^^"l^^oTthe  **" 
partnership  whereby  it  was  agreed,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  a 
death  of  either  of  the  partners,  the  survivor  should  not  survivor  was 
be  obliged  to  account  for  the  stock  and  profits,  but  ^^  P^y  ^^^ 
should  give  security  to  pay  within  six  months  so  much  capital  ac- 
as  upon  the  last  half-yearly  rest  should  appear  to  be  f**'^'!!"?..^,^  ''j® 
due  to  the  deceased  partner,  and  the  capital,  stock,  &c.,  rest,  and  to 

were  thereupon  to  be  conveyed  to  the  surviving  partner.  &c.°'After^  * 

the  death  of 

Hue  died   in  1835,  and  he  appointed  his  partner  arrangement 

Richards    and   a   Mr.  Underwood  his   executors,  who  was  entered 

.    '    .  into  between 

proved   his   will.     By   his  will   he  bequeathed  to  the  his  executors, 

Plaintiff,  his  widow,  2000/.  and  a  life  interest  in  the  (one  of  whom 

'         ^            '  was  the  siir- 
residue  of  his  property.     Upon  the  death  of  i/t^  the  viving  part- 
above  stipulation  in  the  partnership  deed  was  not  carried  ^^{^^^^  ^ho 
into  effect,  but  an  arrangement  was  entered  into  between  was  hene- 
the  widow  and  the  executors,  by  which  the  surviving  terested  under 

partner  (beinff  one  of  the  executors)  was  to  take  the  ^he  will,  by 
*^  .  .  .  which  the  sur- 

partnership  stock,  &c.,  at  a  valuation  which  had  been  viving  partner 

previously  made;    and  he  was  to  get  in  the  credits,  JheWock  t 
and  pay  the  partnership  debts;  the  share  of  Hue  in  valuation, and 
the  residue  being  ascertained,  was  to  be  applied  in  fredi"s  luid 
payment  of  his  separate  debts,  and  the  residue  was  to  be  W  the  joint 
then  applied  by  instalments  in  satisfaction  of  the  Plain-  of  the  shore 

tiff's  legacy.  ofthede- 

^     ^  ^     ceased  partner 

This  in  the  surplus, 
to  pay  his  se- 
parate debts  and  [the  widow's  legacy.  The  widow  by  this  bill  sought  to  set  aside 
this  arrangement  for  fraud,  and  to  have  an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions, 
and  of  the  profits  subsequent  to  her  husband's  death:  Held,  that  the  PlaintiflTwas 
entitled  to  the  production  of  the  accounts  of  the  business,  as  carried  on  after  the 
testator's  death. 
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1839.  ^  This  bill  was  filed  by  the  widow  against  the  execu- 
tors, and  sought  to  set  aside  this  arrangement  by 
various  suggestions  of  fraud,  and  prayed  also  for  an 
account  of  the  partnership  dealings,  &c.,  and  of  the 
profits  made  by  the  surviving  partner  by  means  of  the 
capital  of  the  deceased  partner. 

All  fraud  was  denied  by  the  answer. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  production  of  docu- 
ments admitted  by  the  Defendant  Richards  to  be  ia 
his  possession;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  books 
of  account  of  the  trade  since  the  death  of  Hue  were  to 
be  ordered  to  be  produced. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Girdleslone  and  yLv.ItoupeU^  contra^  contended  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  entided  to  the  documents  relating 
to  the  business  carried  on  subsequent  to  the  testator's 
death.     That  the  Court  would  be  compelled  to  decide 
the  previous  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  arrange- 
ment, before  it  would  hold  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
tided  to  see  the  private  accounts  of  the  Defendant. 
That  even  if  that  arrangement  were  set  aside,  then  the 
Plaintiff  would   be   remitted   to   her  original   position 
under  the  partnership  articles,  and  the  estate  of  the 
testator  would  be  entitled  only  to  the  share  of  the  de- 
ceased partner  according  to  the  previous   half-yearly 
rest,  and  would  not  be  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
subsequent  profits. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 
The  documents,  the  production  of  which  is  objected  tOy 
are  those  which  shew  the  dealings  with  the  joint  pro- 
perty 
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perty  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners)  and  which  1889. 
the  Defendant  calls  his  private  accounts.  I  do  not 
DOW  intend  to  enter  into  the  merits,  but  it  appears  that 
after  the  death  of  Mr.  Hue  an  arrangement  was  made  with 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  executors,  the  whole  of  which  the 
Plaintiff  says  ought  to  be  set  aside.  She  says  that  in 
the  valuation  which  was  the  foundation  of  the  arrange- 
ment, she  was  not  rightly  treated,  and  that  she  is  entitled 
to  an  account  of  the  application  of  that,  which  at  the  death 
of  her  husband,  was  the  joint  property  of  her  husband 
and  the  surviving  partner ;  and  she  prays  relief  accord- 
ingly. It  is  said,  in  answer  to  the  present  motion,  that 
if  this  arrangement  is  set  aside,  the  Plaintiff  will  be  re- 
mitted to  the  partnership  articles,  and  that  then  she  will 
only  be  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  testator's  capital  as 
therein  pointed  out.  I  do  not  say  that  that  will  be  the 
result  of  the  case,  or  that  she  may  not  be  entitled  to 
the  relief  asked ;  she  may  become  entitled  to  an  account 
of  the  partnership  property  since  her  husband's  death ; 
and  if  so,  she  will  be  entitled  to  these  accounts  kept  by 
the  Defendant.  It  is  said  that  the  form  of  the  prayer  of 
the  bill  is  erroneous,  but  there  is  no  plea  or  demurrer 
to  it.  The  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  the  production  with 
reference  to  the  relief  asked  by  the  bill,  and  which  may 
possibly  be  had  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
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Kov,  22.  26. 


BEBB  V.  BECKWITH. 


Bequest  in 
trust  for  all 
the  children 
of  the  testa- 
tor's late  uncle 
J.  B.  de- 
ceased, to  be 
divided 
equally 

amongst  them, 
and  the  issue 
of  such  of 
them  as  should 
be  deceased, 
share  and 
sliare  alike, 
such  issue  to 
be  entitled  to 
the  share  of 
his  deceased 
parents, 
c(]ually 
amongst 
them:  Held, 
that  a  grand- 
child oU.  B. 
whose  parent 
was  dead  at 
the  da  to  of 
the  will,  was 
entitled  to 
take. 


rp'HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  James  Beck^ 

wilhj  the  son  of  a  son  of  James  Beckwith  deceased 
vrho  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  was  en- 
titled to  a  share  of  the  funds  in  question. 

. « 
The  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed 
of  property,  in  trust,  for  all  and  every  the  children  of 
his  late  uncle,  James  Beckwithf  deceased,  to  be  divided 
equally  amongst  them  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  deceased,  share  and  share  alike,  such  issue  to 
be  entitled  to  the  share  of  his,  her  or  their  deceased 
parents  equally  amongst  them,  subject,  &c. 

The  father  of  the  claimant  was  one  of  the  children  of 
the  testator's  uncle,  James  Bechmthy  deceased ;  but  he 
was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Boupell^  for  trustees. 

Mr.  SttTilon,  for  James  Beckwith  the  claimant,  cited 
Tytherleigh  v.  Harbin  {a), 

Mr.  Piggoiff  for  the  surviving  children  of  the  und^ 
conirdy  contended  that  the  issue  took  only  the  share 
of  the  parent  by  way  of  substitution,  and  as  here  the 
parent  could  take  nothing,  being  dead  at  the  date  of 
the  will,  his  child  could  not  be  substituted ;  he  cited 
Christopherson  v.  Naylor  (J),    Butter  v.   Ommaney  (c), 

Waugk 


{a)  6  Sim.  329. 
{b)  1  Mer.  520. 


(c)  4  JKttfff.  7. 
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Waugh  y.  Waugh  (a),  Smith  v.  Smith  (b)j  Collins  v.  John-^        1839. 
son  (c)}  Gi7^5  V.  Giles  (d). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  funds,  it  is  to  be  observed,  are  to  be  held  for  all 
the  children  of  James  Beckwith  deceased,  to  be  divided 
equally,  not  amongst  those  children,  but  amongst  them 
and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  dead  at  the 
period  of  distribution,  which  was  the  future  time  con- 
templated by  the  testator,  and  imported  by  the  words. 
I  think  that  the  words  are  applicable  to  the  cases  of 
children  who  might  die  before  or  afler  the  date  of  his 
will,  provided  they  were  dead  at  the  future  period 
in  contemplation,  and  I  consider  the  direction  to  be,  in 
effect,  to  hold  the  fund  in  trust  for  division  amongst  the 
children  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
may  be  then  dead ;  and  the  testator  having  used  the 
words  *^  share  and  share  alike/'  follows  them  up  with  a 
direction,  that  the  issue  of  a  child  were  to  take  amongst 
them  only  a  child's  share,  the  effect  of  which,  I  think,  is 
to  limit  the  amount  of  the  share  to  which  the  issue  are 
entitled,  but  not  to  make  the  gift  to  issue  a  gift  which 
could  only  take  effect  by  way  of  substitution  for  the 
gift  to  a  child  living  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

I  have  read  the  cases :  Christqpherson  v.  Naj/lor  and 
JButter  V.  Ommaney,  which  are,  I  think,  clearly  distin- 
guishable. In  Waugh  v.  Waugh  there  was  a  separate 
provision  made  by  the  will  for  the  child  excluded  on  the 
CM>08truction  upon  it;  and  I  think  that  the  authorities  do 
not  prevent  me  from  putting  upon  the  words  the  con- 
struction which  they  appear  properly  to  bean 


(a)  S  Mi^.  ^  K.  41.  {c)  8  Sim.  S56. 

{b)  8  Sim.  353.  {d)  lb.  360. 
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Feb.  14. 


DICKENSON  V.  Lord  HOLLAND. 


Under  a  tnift   npHE  Plaintiff  was  the  executor  of  the  late  Eari  a 

deed  dated  m      ■ 

"^    Warmick^  and  the  Defendants  were  the  legal  per- 


1806,  and 
which  was  to 
operate  dur- 
ing the  life  of 
thegrantor,the 
trustee,  after 
the  perform- 
ance of  certain 
trusts,  was  to 
pay  the  sur- 
plus rents  to 
the  owner 


sonal  representatives  of  the  late  Lord  Ossory. 


In  1806  the  late  Earl  of  Warwick  eiecuted  a  deecf 
whereby  he  gave  to  the  Earls  of  GaUaway  and  Ostory 
power  to  receive  the  rents  of  certain  of  his  estates,  on 
certain  trusts  to  pay  the  costs ;  and  secondly,  to  pay  the 
sum  of  1000/.  a  year  to  the  late  Earl  of  Warwidkf  and 
during  his  life,  then  to  make  other  payments^  and  to  pay  the  residue,  if 
di^  in  1816,  Any>  to  the  late  Earl  of  Warwick  ;  the  deed  was  to  oon- 
^e  tnift^       ^in^g  j^  fo^ce  during  the  life  of  the  Earl  of  Warwidt. 

died  m  1818;  o 

and  in  1828  a  The  Earl  of  Galloway  died  soon  after  the  date  of  this 

S!/umJlas  ^«^5   ^^  Earl  of  WaraM  died  in  1816:  the  Earl 

filed  by  the  of  Ossofy  lived  until  1818;  and  in  1828  this  bill  was 

tive  of  the  ^^  ^7  ^^^  executor  of  the  Earl  of  Warwick  against 

former  against  ^jj^  representatives  of  the  Earl  of  Ossoru  for  an  account 

the  repre-  *•  ,  -  ^ 

sentatives  of     of  the  receipts  under  the  deed  of  1806^  and  of  the  ap- 

^e  ktter.         plication  thereof. 

The  answer        ^ 
was  filed  in 

the  following         The  answer  was  filed  in  1829,  and  no  further  pro- 
year,  but  no  .  * 
further  pro-      ceedings  were  taken  in  the  suit  until  January  1839, 

^ken"m  the^   when  the  cause  was  set  down,  and  now  came  on  for 

suit  until  hearing. 

18.79,  when 
the  cause  was 
set  down  and 
was  heard  in 
1840:  Held, 
that  no  such 
laches  existed 
as  to  bar  the 
account : 
Held  also, 
that  as  regard- 
ed the  li^se  of  tim'ei  the  case  was  to  be  looked  at  in  the  same  li^t  now  as  at  the 
filing  of  the  bill 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rogers  asked  for  the  usual 
decree  for  an  account 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Sidebottom,  carUri.    This  bill 
calls  for  an  account  under  a  trust  deed  executed  thirty- 
four 
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four  years  ago,  twenty*four  years  after  the  death  of  the 
cestui  que  trusty  twenty-two  years  after  the  death  of  the 
trustee,  and  twelve  years  after  the  bill  filed  and  appa- 
rently abandoned.  Although  there  is  no  statutable  bar, 
yet,  after  the  extreme  degree  of  laches, — the  want  of  the 
commonest  diligence  in  prosecuting  the  suit,  no  decree 
ought  now  to  be  made.  The  Court  never  assists  a  party 
who  does  not  shew  reasonable  diligence  in  bringing  for- 
ward his  claim ;  Hercy  v.  Dinwoody.  (a)  In  Wood  v. 
Briant  (&)  the  Court  reftised  an  account  against  an  ad- 
ministrator, duraftte  mnore  (CtcUe^  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years  from  the  testatrix's  death.  At  this  distance 
of  time  it  must  be  assumed  that  nothing  is  due.  If, 
however,  a  decree  should  be  made,  then  in  analogy  to 
the  action  for  mesne  profits,  the  Court  will  not  give  an 
account  of  rents  and  profits  for  more  than  six  years : 
Seade  v.  Reade.  {c) 


1840. 


DiCKBNSOK 
V, 

Lord 
Holland. 


Mr.  PemhertoTiy  in  reply.  Time  is  no  bar  in  this  suit. 
Lord  Osson/f  a  trustee,  by  his  solicitors,  acted  ten  years 
nnder  the  deed.  The  only  laches  to  be  attributed  to 
the  Plaintiff*  are  the  eleven  years  which  occurred  between 
Lord  WanmcVs  death  and  filing  this  bill ;  this  is  not 
sufficient  to  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  have  an  account 
which  has  never  been  delivered  or  settled. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  August  1828,  and  prays  simply  . 
an  account  of  all  sums  of  money  received  on  account  of 
the  rents  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  deed,  and  of 
the  application  of  those  monies,— the  commonest  sort 
of  bill  that  could  well  be ;  and  the  Plaintiff*  who  repre- 
sents the  Earl  of  fVarwickj  the  party  entitled  to  the 

surplus 

(fl)  2  Vet.  jun.  87.  (c)  5  Fes.  744. 

lb)  2  Atk.  521. 


SI  2 
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1840. 


Dickenson 

V, 

Lord 
Holland. 


surplus  of  the  monies  after  the  performance  of  the  other 
trusts,'  would  be  clearly  entitled  to  the  account ;  but  it 
is  said,  there  ought  to  be  no  account  granted  by  reason 
of  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  length  of  time 
which  has  elapsed.    The  Earl  of  Warwick  died  in  the 
year  1816:  it  is  said  he  never  made  any  complaint;  the 
probability,  therefore,  is,  that  he  duly  received  the 
allowance  of  1000/.  a  year,  but  it  is  not  even  stated  that 
any  account  was  ever  rendered  to  hin^  or  to  his  exe- 
cutors.     Has  it  ever  been  held  that  thJnnere  delay  in 
making  a  demand  for  the  twelve  years  from  the  expini- 
tion  of  the  trust,  or  ten  years  after  the  death  of  the 
trustee,  the  accounting  party,  where  no  account  has 
been  rendered,  and  therefore  no  presumption  of  acqui- 
escence exists,  of  itself  constitutes  a  bar  to  a  trust 
account?   No  such  case  has  been  cited,  and  I  think  no 
such  case  has  ever  occurred.     The  suit  being  instituted 
in  1828,  was  not  prosecuted  nor  set  down  for  hearing 
till  the  month  oi  January  1839.     I  certainly  think  there 
have  been  very  great  laches  on  both  sides,  very  great 
laches  in  the  Plaintiff  in  not  prosecuting  this  cause  to 
a  hearing,  and  very  great  laches  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  in  not  procuring  the  bill  to  be  dismissed. 
The  cause,  however,  during  the  whole  of  that  time  has 
been  in  Court,  and  I  must  therefore  look  at  the  matter 
as  I  should  at  the  moment  when  the  bill  was  filed,  and 
regarding  it  in  that  light,  I 'do  not  think   that  the 
Plaintiff  is  barred  from  having  an  account     I  ought  to 
direct  that  the  Master  be  at  liberty  to  state  special  cir- 
cumstances with  a  view  of  furnishing  the  ground,  which 
possibly  may  be  thereby  afforded,  of  presuming  the  dis- 
charge of  many  of  these  matters. 
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1840. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  IRON-  Feb.  12, 15, 

MONGERS'  Company.  ^*- 

(Betton's  Charity.) 

rilHE  will  of  Thomas  Betion^  dated  the  15th  oiFebrua}y  Bequest  of  re- 
-■-     172S,  contained  the  following  residuary  clause :  —  company^  to 
"  I  give  and  bequeath  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  apply  the  in- 
wheresoever  and  whatsoever  to  the  Worshipful  Com-  moiety  "unto 
pany  or   Corporation  of  Ironmongers  of  the  City  of  ^^^  ''®^*^"P". 
London,  and  to  their  successors,  making  them  my  exe-  slaves  in  Tur- 
cutors  upon  this  special  trust  and  confidence  in  them  J^  ^J,  ^'^^ 
reposed,  that  is  to  say,  that  they  do  with  all  convenient  fourth  to  cha- 
speed  that  may  be  after  my  decease,  place  my  estate  Xrw^on  and  iu 

out  at  interest  upon  good  securities,  positively  forbidding  suburbs;  and 

m  consider- 
ihem  to  diminish  the  capital  sum  by  giving  away  any  part  ation  of  the 

thereof,  or  that  the  interest  and  profit  arising  be  applied  care  and  pains 
to  any  other  use  or  uses  than  hereafter  mentioned,  and  pany,  the  re- 
directed,  viz.,  that  they  doe  pay  onefuU  half  part  of  the  Sfowa^s 
said  interest  and  profit  of  my  whole  estate,  yearly  and  necessitated 
every  year  for  ever  unto  the  redemption  of  British  Slaves  ^men^of  th'e  ^" 

in  Turkey  or  Barbary  ;  one  full  fourth  part  of  the  said  company. 

Inhere  were  no 
interest  and  profit  yearly  and  every  year  for  ever  unto  such  BrUith 

charity  *J»»ves  to  re- 
^  deem,  and  a 
reference  was  made  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  the  application  of  the 
fund  thus  unapplied,  having  regard  to  all  the  charitable  bequests  in  the  will:  Held,  that 
the  application  of  the  fund  to  the  education  of  the  BrUith  emancipated  apprenticed 
negroes  was  not  a  ct^-pres  application ;  secondly,  that  the  gift  to  the  freemen 
of  the  company  was  a  charitable  bequest;  and  thirdly,  there  being  no  direct  objects 
to  which  the  income  could  be  applied,  regard  being  had  to  the  bequest  touching 
Sritish  captives,  that  the  application  of  the  fund  to  the  second  and  third  purposes 
was  as  near  as  could  be  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  having  regard  to  all  the 
charitable  bequests  in  the  will. 

Principles  on  which  the  Court  proceeds  in  the  application  of  a  charity  fund 
cy^iret. 

In  an  information  by  the  Attorney- General  at  the  instance  of  a  relator,  the  At- 
torney-General ought  not  to  appear  otherwise  than  in  support  of  the  information. 

As  to  the  position  of  the  Attorney-General  in  informations  at  the  instance  of 
a  relator,  and  the  practice  in  such  cases. 

Vol.  II.  r 


su 
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1840. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

.». 
The 

laONMONOERs' 

Company. 


charity  schools  in  the  City  and  suburbs  of  London 
where  the  education  is  according  to  the  Church  of 
England,  in  which  number  that  in  this  parbh  to  be 
always  included,  and  not  giving  to  any  one  above  20L  a 
year;  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  Ironmongers' 
Company's  care  and  pains  in  the  execution  of  this  my 
will,  the  other  fourth  part  of  the  said  interest  and 
profit  yearly  and  every  year  for  ever  to  the  uses  fol- 
lowing :  viz.  102.  a  year  to  such  minister  of  the  Church 
of  England,  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time  entertain  in 
their  aforesaid  hospital  for  performing  divine  service 
and  other  duties  belonging  to  that  holy  order;  the 
remains  unto  necessitated  decayed  freemen  of  the  said 
company,  their  widows  and  children,  not  exceeding  lOL 
a  year  to  any  family,  but  first  deducting  and  paying 
quarterly  out  of  this  last-named  fourth  part  of  the 
interest  and  profit  100/.  a  year  in  discharge  of  the 
annuity  given  to  my  kinswoman,  Mrs,  Eleanor  Smithy 
during  her  natural  life,  and  also  always  reserving  suffi- 
cient  for  keeping  my  tomb  in  good  repair." 


For  want  of  objects  to  whom  to  apply  the  moiety  of 
the  income  of  the  testator's  estate  which  he  directed  to 
be  applied  to  the  redemption  of  British  slaves  in  Turkey 
or  Barbaiy,  a  large  fund,  exceeding  100,000/!.  3  per 
cents,  had  accumulated ;  besides  this,  the  moiety  of 
the  annual  income  of  the  estates  amounted  to  nearly 
1000/.  a  year. 

In  1829  this  information  was  filed,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  the  fund  applied  to  charitable  purposes  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court. 


In  1830  a  decree  was  made,  referring  it  to  the  Master 
to  enquire  if  the  income  of  the  charity  fund  could  be 
applied  to  the  use  contained  in  the  will,  and  if  not  he 

was 
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was  to  consider  what  was  the  most  proper  application  of        1840. 
the  income  of  the  moiety  of  the  estates  and  of  the  accu-     ^^rh^ 
mutations,  and  to  approve  of  a  scheme  accordingly,  and     Attorney- 
he  was  to  take  the  accounts.  Gbkeral 

The 
The  Master  reported  that  it  could  not  be  applied  to  Company, 
the  use  contained  in  the  will,  there  being  no  British 
subject  held  in  slavery  in  Turkey  or  Barbaty,  and  he 
approved  of  a  scheme  proposed  by  the  Ironmongers' 
Company,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  appropriate  the 
income  towards  the  two  other  charitable  purposes  men- 
tioned in  the  testator's  will. 

• 

When  the  cause  came  on  before  Sir  John  Leach  in 
I83S,  he  declared,  ^Hhat  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  apply  the  surplus  income  of  the  moiety  of  the  charity 
property  in  question  in  this  cause  and  the  accumulations 
thereof  to  any  purpose  inconsistent  with  the  intentions 
of  the  said  testator  expressed  as  to  the  application  of 
that  moiety  unto  the  redemption  of  British  slaves  in  Tur^ 
key  and  Barbary  ;  and  he  referred  it  back  to  the  Master 
to  settle  and  approve  of  a  proper  scheme  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  parliament  for  the  application  of  the  residue 
of  the  income  of  the  said  moiety,  and  the  surplus  of  the 
accumulations  thereof,  and  of  the  income  of  such  sur- 
plus and  accumulations." 

Lord  Brougham  L.  C,  however,  on  appeal,  reversed 
this  decision,  and  declared,  ^^  That  the  Court  had  juris- 
diction to  apply  the  surplus  income  of  the  moiety  of  the 
charity  property  in  question  in  this  cause,  and  the  accu- 
mulations thereof,  as  near  as  might  be  to  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  having  regard  to  the  said  bequest  touching 
British  captives,  and  also  to  the  other  charitable  be- 
quests in  the  said  will;"  and  he  remitted  the  cause  to 

Y  2  be 
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1840.  be  reheard  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  further  direc- 
^J^Jl'"^*'  tions  on  the  Master's  report,  on  the  footing  of  the 
Attorney-    declaration  thereby  made  {a). 

General 

V, 

The  The  case  then  came  before  Sir  C.  C  Pejys  M.  R.  on  the 

^Company?*  ^^^^  ^^  April  1835,  when  some  embarrassment  was  felt 
by  all  parties,  and  by  the  Court,  from  the  situation  in 
which  the  cause  had  been  left  by  the  several  orders,  &&, 
made  in  it;  and  on  the  1st  of  May  1835  his  Honor 
ordered,  *'  That  it  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to 
review  his  report  of  the  20th  of  July  1833,  as  to  the 
scheme  thereby  approved  of  for  the  application  of  the 
said  surplus  moiety  of  the  charity  property,  and  the 
accumulations  thereof,  and  of  the  dividends  and  income 
thereof,  having  regard  as  near  as  might  be  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  said  testator  as  to  the  bequest  contained  in 
his  will  touching  Brilish  captives,  and  having  regard 
also  to  the  other  charitable  bequests  in  the  said  wilL" 

The  matter  being  thus  remitted  to  the  Master,  the 
relator  brought  in  a  scheme  proposing  the  distribution 
of  the  income  of  the  fund  amongst  seventy  charitable 
institutions  of  every  description. 

The  scheme  of  the  Ironmongers'  Company,  as  before, 
proposed  its  application  to  the  two  other  charitable 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  testator's  will ;  and  a  third 
scheme  was  proposed  by  the  trustees  of  Lady  Mico^s 
charity  for  its  application  to  the  education  of  the  ap- 
prenticed negroes  and  their  issue,  and  for  preparing 
teachers ;  and  they  founded  their  claim  principally  on 
the  ground  that  a  similar  application  had  been  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Court  in  the  case  of  The  Atlomey^General 

V.  Gibsoii 

(a)  S  Miflne  ^  JT.  576. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  317 

V.  Gibson  {a)^  of  funds  originally  destined  to  the  re«        1840. 

demption  of  slaves.  ^■^^/'^^ 

The         '^^^ 

Attornet- 

(fl)  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  GIBSON.  General 

The 
Lady  Micoy  by  her  will,  dated  in  1670,  gave  and  bequeathed  the  «    kmongrh  • 

moiety  of  a  sum  of  2000/.  to  redeem  poor  slaves,  which  she  directed      Company. 

should  be  put  out  as  her  executors  thought  best  for  a  yearly  revenue 

to  redeem  some  yearly. 

In  1680,  an  information  was  exhibited  by  the  Attorney  General 
against  Robttuon  and  others,  the  executors  of  the  testatrix,  for  the 
establishment  of  thecharity;  and  bya  decree,made  in  Jtm^  1686, it  was 
ordered  that  the  looo/.  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
and  the  rents  should  be  applied  according  to  the  directions  of  the 
will.  The  money  was  laid  out,  but  the  only  part  ever  applied  was 
1500/.  South  Sea  Annuities,  which  in  March  1757  was  paid  to  Sir 
Ckarlei  Wager  for  the  redemption  of  poor  captive  slaves.  In  1827, 
an  information  was  filed  against  Gibson  and  others,  the  executors  of 
Barker^  a  trustee  of  the  fund ;  and  by  a  decree  dated  the  7th  of  July 
1887,  and  an  order  of  the  15th  of  November  1827,  varying  it,  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  appoint  new  trustees,  and  to  approve  of  a 
scheme  for  the  application  of  the  income  of  the  charity  property 
according  to  the  will  of  the  testatrix ;  or  if  he  should  find  that  the 
same  could  not  be  executed  according  to  her  will,  then  as  near  the 
intent  of  the  will  as  could  be,  regard  being  had  to  the  existing  cir- 
cumstances and  to  the  amount  of  the  fund. 

There  were  accumulations  of  the  charity  fund,  amounting  to 
115,510/.  Consols. 

Tn  January  1834  the  Master  made  his  report,  appointing  Mr. 
Gibson,  Dr.  Lushivgton,  Mr.  Fowell  Buxton  and  Mr.  Barker  trustees 
of  the  charity. 

The  Master  by  his  general  report,  dated  in  July  1835,  after  find- 
ing these  facts,  stated  that  the  relators  had  laid  before  him  a  pro- 
posed scheme  for  applying  the  bank  annuities,  dividends  and  rents 
and  profits  to  the  enfranchisement  of  slaves  in  the  British  colonies 
who  were  too  poor  to  purchase  their  own  freedom ;  which  applica- 
tion, in  consequence  of  the  act  for  the  abolition  of  slavery,  had 
become  impracticable ;  but  the  relators  conceived  that  it  would  be 
a  proper  application  of  the  charity  fund,  and  as  near  as  might  be 
to  the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  that  the  same  should  be  applied 
in  and  towards  the  education  of  the  apprentices  in  the  British 
colonies  lately  emancipated  by  the  said  act  and  their  issue ;  but  in 

y  8  case 
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1840.  The  Master,  by  his  report  made  in  1839|  amongst 

^^Tiy*^'^  other  things,  found  "  that  there  were  no  direct  objects 

Attornit-  to  which   the  said   surplus   money,  and  the  accumu- 

Geniral  lations  thereof,  and  the  dividends  and  income  thereof. 

The  could  be  applied;"  and  it  having  been  argued  before 

Company.     ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  instance,  bound  to  have 
regard  to  the  bequest  in  the  will  touching  British  cap« 

tives 


case  the  Master  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  redempdon  of  poor 
Christian  slaves  held  in  slavery  in  the  states  of  Barbara  was  an 
application  more  immediately  within  the  scope  of  the  testatrix's 
meaning,  then  the  relators  stated  circumstances  to  shew  that  no 
such  application  had  been  for  a  length  'of  time  practicable ;  and  the 
Master  found,  that  in  an  interview  between  Mr.  Fotoeil  Buxton  and 
the  Colonial  Secretary,  the  latter  stated  that  the  plans  of  govero- 
ment  for  the  education  of  the  apprentices  and  their  issue  were 
nearly  matured,  and  proposed  that  the  said  charity  funds  should 
be  applied  by  the  trustees  for  a  similar  purpose ;  and  that  the  re- 
lators and  trustees  had  proposed  a  scheme  which  he  had  considered, 
and  was  of  opinion  that  the  testatrix  by  her  will  contemplated  the 
redemption  of  poor  slaves  in  the  Barbary  states,  but  he  was  of  opi- 
nion that  such  intention  could  not  be  carried  into  effect.  And  he 
was  of  opinion  that  the  proposed  scheme  was  as  near  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testatrix  as  circumstances  would  admit,  and  that  the 
same  was  a  proper  scheme,  and  he  approved  thereof. 

The  scheme  in  effect  was  as  follows :  —  That  the  fund  should  be 
transferred  to  the  trustees  and  placed  under  the  management  of 
them  and  three  other  trustees  to  be  appointed  by  the  Colonial 
Secretary ;  that  so  much  of  the  capital  and  dividends  as  the  trustees 
should  think  fit  should  be  applied  in  purchasing  and  building  school 
houses  for  the  education  of  the  apprentices  and  their  issue,  and 
in  qualifying  teachers,  and  in  paying  the  salaries  of  masters  and 
other  expenses;  that  the  surplus  rents  might  be  applied  towards 
the  support  of  any  other  schools  than  such  as  aforesaid,  and  ge- 
nerally in  promoting  education  in  the  British  colonies;  and  it  pro- 
vided for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees,  for  making  the  regulations 
for  the  management  of  the  schools,  and  for  an  application  for  an 
act  of  parliament,  if  necessary,  to  sanction  this  application. 

On  the  29th  Juljf  1835,  the  cause  came  on  for  further  directions 
before  Sir  C,  C  Pepj/t,  when  this  scheme  was  approved  of,  and  the 
necessary  consequential  directions  given. 
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tives  alone;  and  on   the  other  hand,  it  havmg  been        1840. 
argued  before  him  that  he  was  bound  to  consider  of  the     ^^]^^^^ 
application  of  the  fund,  having  regard  to  all  the  chari-     Attobmey- 
table  bequests  in  the  will,  he  found,  that  if  the  true  ^^ 

construction  of  the  said  order  of  the  1st  day  of  May  The 
1835  were,  that  he  was  bound,  in  the  first  instance,  to  Company, 
consider  the  application  of  the  surplus  moiety,  and  the 
accumulations  thereof,  and  the  dividends  and  income 
thereof^  in  reference  only  to  the  intention  of  the  said 
testator  as  to  the  bequest  contained  in  his  will  touching 
British  captives^  and  if  the  case  of  The  Attomey^General 
V.  Gibson  cited  before  him  were  a  case  which  should 
appear  to  this  Honourable  Court  as  applicable  to  this 
case,  that  the  application  proposed  by  the  scheme  brought 
in  by  the  trustees  of  the  Mico  charity  was  an  application, 
as  near  as  might  be,  to  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  to 
the  bequest  contained  in  his  will  touching  British  cap- 
tives, provision  being  first  made  for  a  certain  class  of 
persons  present  at  the  battle  of  Algiers^  and  their 
families;  but  if  the  case  of  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Gibson  should  not  appear  to  this  Honourable  Court  as 
applicable  to  the  present  case,  or  one  that  ought  to 
govern  it,  or  if  the  true  construction  of  the  said  order 
of  the  1st  oi  May  1835  were  as  secondly  contended  for, 
*'  whether  the  case  of  The  Attomey^General  v.  Gibson 
should  or  not  appear  to  this  Honourable  Court  as  ap- 
plicable to  thB  present  case,  or  one  that  ought  to  govern 
it,  then  he  found,"  subject  to  the  said  provision  for  the 
persons  present  at  the  battle  of  Algiers^  and  their  fami- 
lies, that  the  proper  application  of  the  said  surplus 
moiety,  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  and  the  dividends 
and  income  thereof,  would  be  for  the  better  support  of 
the  charity  schools  in  the  city  and  suburbs  of  London 
where  the  education  was  according  to  the  Church  of 
JEngland,  including  therein  the  school  of  the  parish 
where  the  testator  dwelt  and  the  Royal  Naval  School 

Y  4  attached 
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1840.       attached  to  Greenwich  Hospital.    And  he  found  that, 

^r^^*^^     save  as  aforesaid,  there  were  no  objects  to  which  the 

The  .  .  ,  1         r      J 

Attorney-    said  surplus  moiety,  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  and 

General      ^j^^  dividends   and   income  thereof  could   be  applied, 
The         having  regard  to  the  directions  contained  in  the  said 
Company,     order  or  decree  of  the  1st  day  of  May  1835. 

The  Defendants,  the  Ironmongers'  Company,  filed 
exceptions  to  this  report,  and  the  trustees  of  the  Mico 
charity  presented  a  petition  praying  the  adoption  of 
their  scheme,  and  a  transfer  to  them  of  the  fund.  The 
relator  also  presented  a  petition,  praying  generally  that 
the  Court  would  take  the  Master's  report  into  consider- 
ation, and  make  such  order  as  might  be  necessary  and 
proper. 

Sir  William  Follett,  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  S*Siarpe, 
for  the  Ironmongers'  Company,  now  contended  that  where 
property  is  devoted  to  several  charitable  purposes,  and 
the  direct  objects  of  one  wholly  failed,  it  was  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  to  have  regard  to  the  remaining 
objects,  and  not  to  seek  for  objects  analogous  to  the 
first  Thus,  in  Mills  v.  Farmer  (a),  a  testator  directed 
his  residue  to  be  divided,  for  promoting  the  Gospel,  and 
bringing  up  ministers,  and  other  charitable  purposes 
he  intended  to  name,  and  he  died  without  naming  any 
other  purpose,  the  Court  then  directed  a  scheme 
"  having  regard  particularly  to  the  other  two  obfects 
named!* 

So,  in  The  Attomey^General  v.  Dixie  (i),  a  charitable 
fund  being  more  than  sufHcient  for  the  purposes  in- 
tended, a  scheme  was  directed  for  the  application  of  the 
surplus,  "  having  regard  to  the  testator's  will." 

But 

(a)  19  Vet.  482.  (6)  2  3fyA  4*  JT.  542. 
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Bat  that  the  strongest  case  was  The  Attomey^General  1840. 

V.  The  Bishop  qfUandqffj  statetl  by  Lord  Brougham  (a),  ^^^C^^ 

where  property  was  given  to  endow  two  scholarships,  Attokney- 

and  the  residue  to  redeem  British  captives;    and  it  ^*nbbal 

being  found,  as  in  this  case,  that  there  were  none  to  The 

redeem,  the  fund  was  applied  in  the  increase  of  the  Company, 
number  and  income  of  the  scholars. 


That  if  it  was  necessary,  in  the  first  instance,  to  seek 
an  object  analogous  to  the  redemption  of  British  slaves 
in  Turkei/  or  Barbary^  then  it  was  admitted  that  none 
such  existed  except  the  Mico  charity,  which  in  reality 
was  not  in  any  sense  analogous.  The  intention  of  the 
testator  was  to  redeem  ^*  British  slaves "  or  natives  of 
Great  Britain  taken  by  corsairs  and  illegally  detained 
in  slavery  in  Turkey  or  Barbaiy^  and  not  negroes  legally 
slaves.  That  the  redemption  of  negroes  in  the  Wesi 
Indies  would  not  be  analogous  to  the  redemption  of 
British  slaves  in  Turkey  or  Barbary,  that  the  education 
of  persons  no  longer  slaves  would  be  an  application 
wholly  dissimilar ;  and  that  if  the  fund  was  to  be  applied 
in  education,  it  ought  surely  to  be  applied  within  the 
limits,  and  to  the  class,  pointed  out  by  the  testator 
himself. 

That  The  Attorney-General  v.  Gibson  {b)  was  no  au- 
thority, being  an  amicable  suit,  in  which  persons  remark- 
able for  their  zeal  for  the  amelioration  of  the  Negro 
population  had  first  procured  their  appointment  as 
trustees,  and  then  concurred  together  in  the  application 
of  the  fund  towards  the  favourite  object  of  their  benevo- 
lence, without  regard  to  the  intentions  of  Lady  Mico^ 
the  testatrix ;  besides  which,  the  terms  of  the  bequest 

were 

(a)  2  Mtfl.  4*  A^  586.  (6)  Antl^  p.  317. 
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1840.       were  different,  and  authorities  in  such  cases  were  not 

^^^Y^^     binding,  for  the  Court  was  not  bound  because  in  one 

Attobnbt-    instance  it  devoted  a  charitable  fund  in  a  particular  way 

^^^^^      to  follow  that  precedent  in  all  subsequent  occasions. 
The 

Company.  Mr.  Pembertqn  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdorij  for  the  At- 
tomey-Greneral,  did  not  support  the  scheme  of  the  re- 
lator ;  but  they  contended  that  the  gift  to  the  company 
was  for  their  pains,  and  was  not  such  a  charitable  object 
as  would  enable  them  to  partake  in  the  surplus  fund. 

The  Attorney-General^  Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  BoU^ 
for  the  trustees  of  Lady  Mico*s  charity,  contended  that 
a  purpose  analogous  to  the  first  was  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  be  looked  for  without  regarding  the  other 
charitable  purposes  mentioned  in  the  will.  That  if 
there  were  no  British  slaves  in  Turkey  or  Barbary  it 
would  be  a  proper  application  of  the  fund  to  redeem 
slaves  elsewhere,  and  that  the  redemption  of  British 
slaves  in  the  West  Indies  would  be  cy-pres  to  the  cha- 
ritable object  of  the  testator ;  that  as  no  such  slaves  now 
existed,  the  next  best  application  would  be  in  the  moral 
improvement  of  the  apprenticed  Negroes,  according  to 
the  plan  adopted  in  the  case  of  Lady  Mico*s  charity ; 
and  that  this  was  the  only  cy-pres  application  of  the 
fund. 

That  the  decision  in  The  Attomey^General  v.  Gibson 
was  binding,  and  ought  to  be  followed  in  the  present 
case ;  that  the  persons  present  at  the  battle  of  Algiers 
and  their  families  ought  not  to  participate  in  this  charity ; 
and  that  the  Ironmongers'  Company  could  only  be  en- 
titled to  their  due  proportion,  viz.  one  fourth,  for  their 
trouble. 


They 
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1 840.       Chancellor,  the  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  did  all  that 
^vi~^     could  be  done  on  that  occasion ;  he  had  no  jurisdiction 
Attorney-    or  authority  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  order,  or  to 
ENBRAL     j^jjj^g  ;^  more  distinct  than  it  was,  and  he  referred  the 
The      ^  matter  to  the  Master  in  the  terms  of  Lord  BroughanCs 
Company,     declaration,  with  a  slight  verbal  alteration,  which  was 
probably  accidental,  and  scarcely  requires  any  observ- 
ation.    When  this  matter  subsequently  came  before  the 
Master  he  seems  to  have  been  very  much  perplexed  by 
the  conflicting  claims ;  it  was  contended  on  the  one 
hand,  that  he  ought  first  of  all  to  inquire  exclusively 
whether  there  was  any  purpose  cy-pres  to  the  first,  and 
if  he  could  by  possibility  find  one,  he  was  to  have  no 
regard  to  the  other  two  purposes  in  the  will;  on  tbe 
other  hand,  it  seems  to  have  been  contended  before  him, 
that  he  ought  to  attend  to  the  second  and  third  par- 
poses  in  the  will  first,  they  being  clear  and  the  first 
being  obscure ;  between  these  the  Master  seems  to  have 
found  it  impossible  to  come  to  a  decision,  the  fact  beiDg, 
as  I  consider,  that  the  truth  was' between  both. 

With  respect  to  the  order  of  reference,  it  is  now 
necessary   that  some  construction   should  be  given  to 
it,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Master  was  bound  to 
consider  whether  there  could  be  a  ty-pres  applicatioii 
for  the   first  purpose,   before   he   proceeded  to  con- 
sider the  propriety  of  the  application  to  the  second 
purpose.     But   then  I   am   by   no   means   of  opinio^^ 
that    he   was   bound   to   consider   it  precisely  in  tb^ 
same  manner,  as  he  would  have  been  bound  to  do  ^^ 
there  had  been  no  other  charitable  purpose  mentioned 
in  the  will.     Where  a  fund  is  to  be  disposed  of  cy-jrC^^ 
the  Court,   for  the   sake  of  making  a  disposition, 
bound  to  act  upon  the  suggestions  which  are  before 
however  remote,  and  it  is  rather  astute  in  ascertaini 
some  application  in  conformity  more  or  less  with 

intents. 
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Couipany. 


intention  of  the  testator.  The  case,  however,  is  dif-  IS^O. 
ierent  where  there  are  other  charitable  purposes  men-  ^"^^^^T^^ 
tioned  in  the  testator's  will  itself,  and  in  which  a  Attornsy- 
comparison  may  be  instituted  between  the  probability  Genebal 
of  the  testator  resorting  to  something  very  remote  from  The 
his  original  intention,  and  something  far  less  remote  Conmanv**' 
from  the  other  objects  which  are  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  will.  I  quite  agree  with  the  view  which  has  been 
taken  upon  the  subject  in  the  argument,  —  that  if  it 
could  have  been  found  that  there  was  a  clear  and  close 
approximation  to  any  purpose  analogous  to  the  first, 
that  the  Master  ought  to  have  preferred  it  to  the 
second  and  third,  distinctly  mentioned  in  the  will ;  but  if 
such  approximation  were  so  remote  that  there  would  be 
very  great  difficulty  in  making  out  the  similarity,  and  it 
appeared  probable  that  if  the  subject  had  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  testator  he  would  have  preferred 
the  other  two  objects  mentioned  in  his  will,  then  I 
think  it  became  the  duty  of  the  Master  to  look  to  those 
second  objects  and  lay  aside  the  first.  Taking  that 
view  of  the  matter,  then  comes  the  question  with  regard 
to  the  Mico  trust.  The  claims  of  the  Mico  charity  have 
been  put  forward  with  a  degree  of  eloquence  and  feeling 
which  excites  a  strong  disposition  to  comply  with  what 
is  asked,  if  it  could  be  done  consistent  with  that  duty 
which  is  imposed  upon  a  court  of  justice.  By  a  series 
of  steps  proceeding  upon  one  another,  it  has  been  at- 
tempted to  be  made  out  that  there  is  an  analogy  at  least, 
between  the  objects  of  the  Mico  charity,  according  to 
its  present  constitution,  and  the  objects  which  were  in 
the  view  of  this  testator,  having  regard  to  all  the  other 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  will,  all  of  which  are  dis- 
tinctly referred  to  in  the  order  of  reference,  and  to  which 
I  am  bound  to  attend  on  the  present  occasion.  In- 
dependently of  any  authority,  however,  I  confess  it  would 
be  impossible  for  me  to  come  to  a  conclusion  that  an 

application 
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1840.  application  of  these  funds  to  the  Mico  charity  would  be 
^"^JV*^^  an  application  cy-pres  to  the  testator's  intentions  in  the 
Attorney-  present  case.  The  authority  which  is  cited  in  support 
General  ^f  ^^  claims  of  the  Mico  charity  is  the  case  of  The 
The  Attometf'General  v.  Gibson^  referred  to  also  in  the 
^Company.  Master's  report  Now  I  am  so  perfectly  aware  of  the 
attention  which  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  has  always 
given  to  cases  of  this  nature  when  brought  before  himy 
that  I  cannot  doubt  but  the  case  cited  received  his  very 
serious  attention,  so  that  if  the  two  cases  had  been  in  all 
respects  similar,  I  should  have  so  far  distrusted  my  own 
judgment,  as  to  have  found  it  very  difficult  to  have  come 
to  a  conclusion  differing  from  his ;  not  that  I  think  au- 
thorities in  such  cases  are  or  ought  to  be  considered  as 
binding;  they  merely  furnish  lights  and  afford  examples 
which  may  be  useful  to  a  certain  extent  in  subsequent 
cases ;  but  in  every  case  of  a  scheme  cy^presj  the  Court, 
having  obtained  the  best  information  it  can,  is  bound 
to  act  upon  the  particular  lights  then  before  it :  and  to 
say  that  it  is  bound  to  pursue  precisely  the  same  course 
when  it  has  other  and  better  lights  before  it  on  a  sub- 
sequent occasion,  is  a  proposition  too  extravagant  to  be 
maintained.  The  Mico  charity,  having  regard  to  the 
will,  was  extremely  different  from  this;  for  there  the 
purpose  of  the  testatrix,  so  far  as  that  purpose  appeared 
in  any  of  *  the  proceedings,  was  a  single  purpose  for  the 
benefit  of  slaves ;  here  it  is  not.  Sir  John  Leach  in  this 
case  thought  the  purposes  entirely  distinct,  and  that 
they  ought  to  be  considered  without  reference  to  one 
another ;  that  opinion  was  over-ruled,  and  I  am  now  at 
least  bound  to  consider  the  purposes  conjointly;  and  it 
follows  then,  as  of  course,  that  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  Mico  case  was  brought  forward  were  entirely 
different  from  those  of  the  present;  I  am,  therefor^  of 
opinion  that  the  scheme  of  the  Mico  trustees  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  of^pres  application  of  these  funds. 


Two 
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Two  other  schemes  have  been  also  brought  forward,        1840. 
namely,  the  scheme  of  the  relator,  and  the  scheme  of    ^^{T^*^ 
the  Ironmongers'  Company.     I  have  read  through  the     Attorney- 
scheme  of  the  relator,  and  do  not  consider  it  to  be  a      O*'***^*' 
proper  application  of  these  funds.     Upon  the  best  con-  The 

sideration  which  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  the  sug-  Compapy. 
gestions  which  have  been  made  at  the  bar,  not  by,  but 
on  behalf  of  the  Attorney-General,  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  I  can  secure  a  cy^pres  application  in  that 
manner;  and  under  all  these  circumstances,  I  think  I 
am  bound  to  consider  that  the  Master  having,  as  I 
assume,  on  the  present  occasion,  ascertained  that  no 
application  can  be  found  a/'-pres  to  the  first  charitable 
purpose,  ought  to  have  proceeded  to  do  that  which  was 
next. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  scheme  of 
th^  Defendants,  the  Ironmongers'  Company,  ought  either 
t€^  t>e  adopted  or  be  put  in  a  further  course  of  investigation. 
^^^£th  regard  to  this,  one  question  has  been  raised,  that 
'^     Aether  the  last  gift  *^  unto  the  necessitated  decayed 
^^^^Bmen  of  the  said  company,  their  widows  and  children, 
^^^^  exceeding  10/.  a  year  to  any  family,"  in  consideration 
^^  '^lie  company's  care  and  pains  in  the  execution  of  the 
^^^^^tor's  will,  is  a  charitable  gift  entitled  to  receive  benefit 
''^^^^  the  surplus.     It  has  been  argued  that  it  is  to  be 
^^^^sidered  in  the  nature  of  a  remuneration  or  wages  for 
^^^    trouble  imposed  upon  the  company ;  but  I  am  not 
^     ^liat  opinion ;  it  appears  to  me  that  this  is  not  the 
^^^  a  charity  because  the  testator  has  expressed  a  pe- 
^^^^^r  motive  for  directing  his  bounty  to  flow  in  that 
P^^^icular  direction ;  he  was  imposing  trouble  upon  the 
^^^^pany,  and  it  also  seems,  by  other  parts  of  the  will, 
^^t  he  was  closely  connected  with  it,  and  had  other 
^^tives  for  directing  his  bounty  to  flow  thither.    I  am, 
^^eforet  of  opinion  that  the  third  purpose  must  be 
considered  as  a  charitable  purpose,  and  that  the  prin- 
ciple 
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1840.  ciple  of  the  Defendants*  scheme  is  a  proper  one  for  the 

^'^^^^C^  Master  to  act  upon.     As  to  the  details  of  the  scheme  I 

ATToaNiY-  am  entirely  ignorant  of  them,  for  I  do  not  find,  from 

Gene&al  ^Yie  Master's  report,  that  he  has  settled,  approved,  or 

The         even  examined  them. 
Ironmongsbs* 
Company. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  result  must  be  a  refer- 
ence  back  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  into  the  scheme 
proposed  by  the  company,  (a) 


Another  point  occurred  in  this  case. 

TAe  Attorney-General  attended  as  counsel  for  the 
Mico  charity,  and 

Mr.  Pembertonf  on  opening  the  case,  stated  he  ap- 
peared as  counsel  for  the  relator. 

T7ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  did  not  recog- 
nise the  relator  as  distinct  from  the  Attorney- General; 
that  the  suit  was  the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General,  though 
at  the  relation  of  another  person  upon  whom  he  relied 
and  who  was  answerable  for  costs ;  and  that  he  could 
only  recognise  the  counsel  for  the  relator  as  the  counsel 
for  the  Attorney-General,  and  could  hear  them  only  by 
his  permission  ;  that  the  suit  was  so  entirely  under  the 

control 

(a)   EXTRACl'   FROM    ORDER. 

Declare  that  there  are  no  direct  objects,  regard  being  had  to  the 
bequest  touching  British  captives. 

Declare  the  scheme  of  the  Defendants,  so  far  as  it  proposed  the 
appropriation  of  the  income  to  charity  schools  in  the  city  and  suburbs 
of  London  where  the  education  is  according  to  the  Church  of  Bn^ 
land,  and  to  the  necessitated  decayed  freemen  of  the  Ironmongers' 
Company,  their  widows  and  children,  was  a  proper  scheme. 

Refer  it  back  to  the  Master,  to  reriew  his  report,  and  approTe. 
of  a  scheme  accordingly. 
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control  of  the  Attorney-General  that  he  might  desire        ^840. 

the  Court  to  dismiss  the  information,  and  that  if  he  ^^^nT^"^ 

stated  that  he  did  not  sanction  any  proceeding,  it  would  Attornsy- 

be  instantly  stopped.  •  Gbnkbal 

^_  The 

Mr.  Pemberton  then  proceeded  for  the  informant,  and  iRONMONosaa^ 

Conopany. 

The  Attomey^General  personally  attended  as  counsel 
for  the  trustees  of  Lady  Micds  charity. 


On  the  following  day,  on  coming  into  Court, 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said, 

I  wish  to  make  a  remark  upon  the  position  in  which 
Mr.  Attorney-General  stands  in  this  case,  and  I  regret 
that  I  omitted  to  do  so  yesterday.     I  then,  however, 
yery  clearly  stated  my  opinion,  that  a  proceeding  upon 
an  information  of  this  kind  was  a  proceeding  of  the 
Attorney-General ;  and  that  he  had  the  entire  control 
and  management  of  it  throughout.     I  believe  I  ought 
to  have  gone  on  to  say  that  the  Attorney-General  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  appear  for  any  other  party  than 
the  informant.     I  had  some  recollection  that  the  point 
had  occurred  before ;  but  I  could  not  distinctly  recollect 
where  it  was  to  be  found ;  I  have,  however,  since  found 
it  referred  to  in  a  note  to  The  Attomey-General  v.  The 
J^cyoT  Sfc.  of  Galway  (at),  where  a  petition  of  rehear- 
ing was  entitled  as  the  petition  of  the  relators  in  the 
suit,  upon  which  Sir  A*  Hart  remarked  that  it  was  not  a 
px'oper  form,  and  said  *^  that  it  should  be  the  petition  of 
tb^  Attorney- General,  for  the  relator  is  not  looked  upon 
^  A-   party.     If  he  dies  the  suit  does  not  abate,  and  his 
rention  is  only  in  respect  of  costs.     The  Attorney- 
General 

(a)   1  Molloi/,  97. 

II.  z 
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1840.        General  is  the  party,  and  the  petition  of  appeal  should 

^^h^^"^^    ^  ^^^  petition  of  the  Attorney-General,  at  the  relation 

Attobnet*    of  the  relators."     Sir  A,  Hart  there  states,  *^  that  Lord 

GKNERAt     Eidon  had  often  said,  that  in  an  information  at  the  snit  of 

The         the  Attorney-General  that  officer  ought  to  be  of  counsel 

"company"  ^^^  ^^  relators.'*     That  "  the  point  arose  when  Lord 

Giffbrd  was  Attorney-General,  in  the  Atiomey^General 

V.  The  Mayor  ofBristoU     He  was  Recorder  of  Bristol^ 

yet  Lord  Eldon  laid  it  down  that  he  should  be  counsel 

for  the  information  and  not  for  the  Defendants." 

In  former  times,  briefs  in  these  cases  were  delivered 
to  the  Attorney-General,  and  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
personally  appearing  upon  them.  Many  cases  have 
recendy  occurred  in  which  there  has  been  great  reason 
to  regret  the  want  of  his  appearance.  He  did  not 
always  appear  when  briefs  were  delivered ;  the  expense 
of  delivering  them  was  thought  a  grievance^  the  prac- 
tice has  been  altered,  and  the  relators  have  too  often 
considered  themselves  entitled  to  conduct  the  suit  in 
their  own  manner. 

But  still  the  suit  is  the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General, 
and  if  he  should  desire  the  information  to  be  dismissed, 
the  Court  must  dismiss  it  accordingly,  and  it  is  for  him, 
in  the  exercise  of  his  public  duty,  to  determine  whether 
he  will  proceed  at  all,  and  if  so,  in  what  manner.  He 
is,  therefore,  placed  in  a  singularly  inconvenient,  if.  not 
in  an  incompatible  position,  when  he  appears  on  behalf 
of  a  Defendant  to  oppose  the  information.  In  my  opi- 
nion this  inconvenience  ought  to  be  avoided,  and  the 
mind  of  the  Attorney-General  ought  to  be  free  from 
every  thing  which  can  tend  or  appear  to  tend  to  bias 
the  judgment  with  which,  in  the  discharge  of  his  public 
duty,  he  is  to  direct  the  conduct  of  these  informations. 
And  this  opinion  is  the  result  of  a  very  great  number 

of 
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of  years'  exjYerience,  in  which  I  have  seen  the  great        1^40. 

mischier  which  has  arisen  in  consequence  of  the  At-  ^^^rC^'^ 

tomey-General  not  being  present     The  sort  of  projects  Attorney. 

which  have  been  proposed  in  his  name,  under  the  sane-  ^^'^^^^ 

tion  of  his  high  official  authority,  would  surpass  belief.  The 

oL  fLv.         u  j-i--^  Ieommohobes' 

Sdiemes  which  nave  been  proposed  in  chanty  cases     Company. 

have  been  sometimes  of  the  most  extravagant  nature ; 
the  discussion  has  led  to  enormous  expense,  which  the 
charities  have  been  loaded  with.  In  order  to  prevent,  in 
some  d^ree,  that  abuse,  which  arose  from  the  deviation 
from  the  old  practice,  which,  even  in  my  remembrance, 
was  that  the  Attorney-General  should  always  attend 
before  the  Master  by  counsel  upon  the  consideration 
of  a  scheme.  Sir  John  Leack  directed  that  counsel  for 
the  Attorney-General  should  always  attend,  not  as  a 
distinct  party,  but  to  prevent  the  persons  who  were 
there  retained  by  the  relators  having  the  sole  control 
of  the  promotion  of  a  scheme,  that  is,  the  counsel  for 
the  Attorney-General  was  to  attend  there  to  control 
the  counsel  who  were  retained  by  the  relators,  and  in 
order  that  that  important  public  officer  might  be  pre- 
sent at  the  proceedings  and  protect  not  only  the  charity 
but  the  public. 

If  I  could  do  what  I  think  right,  I  would  take  care 
^at  the  Attorney-General  personally,  or  some  gentleman 
retained  under  his  direction,  should  be  present  upon 
svery  charity  proceeding,  because  without  that  vigilance 
ind  sanction  which  he  in  that  way  could  bestow,  there 
is  no  protection  for  charities  or  the  public. 

In  this  particular  case,  as  the  matter  has  proceeded 
so  fiur,  and  as  any  change  would  be  productive  of  con- 
siderable expense,  it  appears  to  me  better  to  go  on  with 
the  present  arrangement:  upon  any  future  occasion  I 
hope  that  a  different  arrangement  will  be  made. 

Z  2  The 
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1 840.  The  Attomey-Ge^ieral  observed,  that  it  bad  been  the 

^^^^C^     P"^^^^^®  ^^^  ^^  Attorney-General  to  appear  by  his 
Attorney-     counsel  separately  from   the  counsel  of  the  rehUors. 
^  ^         That  he  had  personally  appeared  in  the  House  of  Lords 
The         la  the  case  of  Lady  HeuMs  charity  in  cmpositioQ  to 
Company.     ^®  information,  when  the  House  intimated  a  dear  opi- 
nion that  it  was  regular.     That  he  was  anxious  to  ba?e 
it  understood  that  the  Attorney-General  did  not  giie 
bis  sanction  to  the  scheme  of  the  relators,  though  it  wfs 
bis  wish  that  the  Court  should  hear  every  thing  and 
then  decide. 

The  Master  of  theRoiAJ&  remarked  that  he  did  not 
know  any  thing  more  important  to  the  general  ioteiests 
of  charities  and  of  the  public,  so  far  as  it  was  interested 
in  charities,  than  that  the  authority  and  discretkm  of 
the  Attorney-General  in  all  these  proceedings  should 
be  maintained  perfectly  unbroken,  unfettered,  and  mi- 
biassed. 


Appeals  were  presented  by  the  Attomey-Genei|d  and  the. 
of  the  Mico  charity;  the  Lord  Chancellor,  however,  bdd  that  the 
latter,  not  being  parties  to  the  suit,  were  not  entitled  to  be  bcird. 
His  Lordship  on  the  23d  o£  January,  1841,  rejected  all  the  tcbcmesi 
-and  held  that  the  released  fund  ought  to  be  applied  in  tappofftof 
charity  schools  in  England,  without  any  restriction  as  to  places  where 
the  education  was  according  to  the  Church  of  JBngUmd,  but  not 
giving  to  any  one  more  than  20/.  a-year. 
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1840. 


PEARCE  V.  VERBEKE.  Feb.  h. 


nPHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  have  a  marriage  settle-  On  the  6th  of 

"*"    ment  rectified  accordincr  to  "the  alleired  terms  of  "^""f'  ^?^  j 

°  o  contemplated 

the  original  proposals  for  a  settlement,  and  to  have  the  marriage,  the 
rights  of  the  parties  as  to  part  of  the  property  comprised  proposed  <kr- 

therein  declared.  mg  his  life  to 

allow  his 
daughter 

Previous  to  the  marriaire  of  Mr.  Verbekc  with  Miss  *^^-  ®  ?^^*.^ 

-  to  continue  if 

PearcCj  the  daughter  of  the  Plaintiff,  a  negotiation  was  she  died  in  her 

entered  into  for  the  settlement  of  her  property,  which  f®^^?"^*  ^/?- 

*^     ^      ^^  leaving  chil- 

was  reversionary  and  expectant  on  the  death  of  her  dren;but]f 
parents.     The  parties  being  desirous  to  have  this  pro-  hif  lifetime 

perty  setded,  and  the  Plaintiff  beincr  willinir  to  make  without  issue, 
*,  .  .  1     r  1  then  100^  to 

them  a  present  provision,  proposals  for  a  settlement  the  husband 

were  in  June  1831  drawn  out  by  Mr.  //.,  the  solicitor  ^"^"S*!!? 

^  father's  life. 

of  the  Plainti£^  which,  after  providing  for  the  settlement  The  father, 
of  her  reversionary  property  so  as  to  divide  the  income  w^^^^  ^ 
between  Mr.  Verbeke  and  his  intended  wife,  and  to  give  also  stated 
the  whole  income  to  the  survivor,  with  remainder  to  the  j^e  husband^ 

children  of  the  marriage,  contained  the  following  pas-  to  have  i5o/. 
-----  a  year  in  the 

sage:—  ^*Mr.  Pearce  proposes  to  aUo^  his  daughter  event  of  his 

200i.  a  year  during  his  life^  and  if  she  dies  in  his  life-  j*"^u  ^l 

time  leaving  children,  to  be  continued  during  his  life:  issue;  the 

but  if  she  should  die  in  his  lifetime  without  leaving  issue,  ^Ire^to^rad 

then  the  payment  to  cease  with  her  demise,'*  a  settlement 

prepared  and 
1^     executed, 
^^  dated  the  8th 
ofJiii^,  where- 
by the  father  covenanted,  during  his  life,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  800/.  to  the  hus- 
band and  his  assigns.    The  husband  died  insolvent,  leaving  his  wife  and  three 
children.  After  his  death,  the  settlement  was  rectified  upon  the  production  of  the 
proposals,  and  the  evidence  of  the  solicitor  who  prepared  the  settlement,  that  he 
had  prepared  the  settlement  from  the  proposals  which  he  thought  he  had  carried 
into  execution ;  and  the  wife  was  declared  entitled  to  the  annuity  as  against  the 
husband's  representatives. 

Z  3 
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1S40.  On  the  6th  oF  June  1831  a  copy  of  these  proposals 

was  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  for  hb  perusal  and  approrah 
The  Plaintiff  altered  the  same  by  striking  out  the  last 
six  words  and  by  inserting  in  the  place  of  them  the 
following  words:  tiz  ^Yearly  allowance  dorii^  the 
term  of  Mr.  Pearc^s  life  to  be  KMML  per  annum  to  Bfr« 
Verbeke.'' 

On  the  8th  of  June  1831  the  Flamtiff  returned  the 
written  proposals  to  hb  solicitor  with  the  above  altera- 
tion therein,  and  accompanied  by  a  letter  from  the 
Plaintiff,  stating  that  Mr.  Verbeke  had  seen  the  pro- 
posals and  had  approved  of  them,  and  further  stating  as 
follows :  —  ^  I  wish  to  let  him  possess  150^  per  annum 
in  the  event  of  my  daughter  dying  without  any  issue  of 
the  marriage,  which  condition  you  will  be  good  enough 
to  include  in  the  bond.'' 

A  draft  of  a  settlement  was  prepared  which  was  after- 
wards executed  and  bore  date  the  8th  of  July.  It 
recited  ''that  it  was  upon  the  treaty  for  the  said  in- 
tended marriage  agreed  on-  the  part  of  the  said  WUUam 
PearcCi  in  order  to  make  some  immediate  provision  for 
the  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke  and  Emily  Pearce  his 
intended  wife,  during  the  life  of  the  aforesaid  William 
Pearce^  in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  should  take 
effect,  that  he  the  said  William  Pearce  should  pay  unto 
ilie  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke  or  his  assigns  during  the 
life  of  him  the  said  William  Pearce^  the  clear  annual 
sum  of  200/. ;  but  that  in  case  the  said  Emily  Pearce 
siiould  happen  to  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Henry 
Charles  Verbeke^  her  intended  husband,  without  leaving 
any  issue  of  the  said  intended  marriage  living  at  the 
time  of  her  death,  then  the  said  annual  sum  of  200/. 
should  cease,  and  that  in  lieu  of  the  said  annual  sum  of 
2007.  the  said  William  Pearce  should  during  his  life  pay 

unto 
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into  the  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke  or  his  assigns  the 
:lear  annual  sum  of  100/."  The  settlement  then  con* 
ained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Pearce,  the  Plain- 
i£^  in  case  the  intended  marriage  took  effect  to  pay 
mio  the  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke^  his  executors^  ad" 
unistratorSf  and  assigns^  during  Mr.  Pearc^s  life^  an 
iwiuity  of  200/.  a  year  :  "  Provided  always,  neverthe- 
ess,  that  in  case  the  said  Emily  Pearce  should  happen 
o  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke^ 
ler  intended  husband,  without  leaving  issue  of  the  said 
ntended  marriage  living  at  her  death,  then  the  said 
innual  sum  of  200/.  should  cease,  and  that  then  he  the 
aid  IViUiam  Pearce  would  yearly  during  his,  William 
?earc^Sj  life  pay  unto  the  said  Henry  Charles  Verbeke, 
lis  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  lieu  of  the 
iforesaid  annual  sum  of  200/.  one  annual  sum  of  100/.*' 


1840. 


The  settlement  contained  a  proviso,  that  if  Mr.  Ver^ 
feke  should  charge  or  incumber  the  annuities  or  become 
mnkrupt,  or  take  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
\ctf  or  be  in  any  manner  deprived  of  the  right  to  re* 
:eive  and  enjoy  the  said  annual  sums  or  either  of  them 
)y  operation  or  process  of  law,  the  annuities  of  200/. 
ind  100/.  should  cease. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  in  September  1837 
Mr.  Verbeke  died  insolvent,  leaving  his  widow  and  three 
:hildren  surviving  him.  The  subsequent  payments  of 
lie  annuity  of  200/.  were  thereupon  claimed  by  the 
Defendant,  his  administrator,  as  part  of  his  assets. 


The  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Pearce,  then  filed  this  bill,  con- 
tending that  the  200/.  was  always  intended  and  con- 
ndered  by  him  and  Mr.  Verbeke  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
bis  daughter  and  her  family,  and  that  according  to  the 

^  4*  written 
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1840.        written  proposals,  it  was  to  have  been  secured  and  paid 
to  Mrs.  and  not  to  Mr.  Verbeke. 

The  only  witness  examined  to  prove  the  case  was  Mr. 
H,y  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  who  had  been  en- 
gaged in  preparing  the  proposals  and  settlement«  He 
proved  the  preparation  by  him  of  the  proposals  and  the 
alteration,  and  that  he  had  prepared  the  draft  of  the  settle^ 
ment  ^'  from  or  pursuant  to  the  proposals,"  iBu:id  that 
such  draft  did  not,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection  and 
belief,  differ  from  such  proposals  in  any  particular;  that 
he  and  Mr.  Verbeke  had  perused,  approved  and 
settled  it ;  ^^  that  at  the  meeting  between  him  and  Mr. 
Verbeke  to  settle  the  draft  of  the  said  settlement,  fre* 
quent  reference  or  allusion  was  made  in  the  coarse  of 
it,  as  well  by  Mr.  Vei^beke  as  by  himself,  to  the  said 
terms  or  proposals  for  a  marriage  settlement,  and  par- 
ticularly to  that  part  thereof  which  related  to  the 
allowance  to  be  made  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  that  Mr. 
Verbeke  then  informed  deponent  that  h6,  Mr.  Verbeke^ 
had  read  over  with  the  Plaintiff  the  said  proposals  for  a 
marriage  settlement,  and  that  he,  Mr.  Verbeke^  assented 
to  the  terms  and  stipulations  thereof,  and  that  he  and 
the  Plaintiff  had  agreed  to  the  same ;  that  the  said  cojo^ 
versation  so  had  between  Mr.  Verbeke  and  the  exa- 
minant,  and  the  consent  so  given  by  Mr.  Verbeke  to  the 
said  proposals  for  a  marriage  settlement  as  aforesaid, 
had  reference  to  that  part  of  the  said  proposals  which 
alluded  to  the 'allowance  to  the  said  Emily  Pearce^  as 
the  examinant  well  remembered  the  said  Mr.  Verbeke 
remarking  in  the  course  of  the  said  conversation  that 
both  himself  and  the  said  Mr.  Pearce  considered  the 
allowance  to  be  made  by  him  the  said  Mr.  Pearce  to  be 
for  the  benefit  and  support  of  the  said  Emily  Pearce 
and  her  children,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  him, 
Mr.  Verhekey 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Harwoodj  for  the  Plaintiff,        1840. 
sited  Barstaw  v.  Kilvington  (a),  The  Duke  of  Bedford  v. 
The  Marquis  of  Abercom  (6),  Jenkins  v.  Quinchant.  {c) 

Mr.  Treslaoe  and  Mr.  Williams^  for  Mrs.  Verbeke 
md  her  children,  contended  that  it  was  evident  from 
he  written  proposals  that  the  object  was  to  provide  for 
he  wife  and  children,  which  had  not  been  effected 
hroagh  the  mistake  of  the  solicitor,  and  that  the  settle- 
nent  ought  now  to  be  reformed  so  as  to  work  out  the 
-eal  agreement  and  intention  of  the  parties :  they  cited 
Higginson  v.  Kelly  (rf).  Ex  parte  Vemer  (^),  Simpson  v. 
Vaughan  {g)^  Beaumont  v.  Brainley.  (h) 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bichner  did  not  dispute  the 
jurisdiction,  but  insisted  on  the  extreme  danger  of  alter-* 
ing^  upon  parol  testimony,  a  solemn  instrument  after  the 
death  of  a  party,  and  when  circumstances  had  changed ; 
that  the  deed  itself  was  the  ultimate  arrangement  between 
the  parties,  and  if  a  difference  existed  between  the  settle- 
ment and  the  original  proposals,  it  must  be  assumed  that 
the  parties  had  changed  their  intention,  and  had  ac- 
ceded to  a  new  arrangement  (i)  during  the  month 
which  had  intervened  between  the  proposal  and  the 
settlement 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

AH  cases  of  this  description  must  necessarily  be  dis- 
posed of  upon  their  own  peculiar  circumstances;  but 
whenever,  from  those  circumstances,  the  Court  can  come 
to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  what  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  and  it  appears  that  such  intention  has 

not 

(<i)  5  Vet,  593.  (e)  1  Ball.  4*  B»  260. 

(b)  1  MyL  4-  6V.  512.  {g)  2  Atk,  31. 

(c)  3  Vet,  95.  b,  ii.  {h)  Tiun,  <J-  R.A\. 
(rf)  1  BaU  4r  B.  262.  (t)  See  2  Myl,  <$•  Cr.  740. 
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not  been  carried  into  effect,  it  will  exercise  its  juris- 
diction for  the  purpose  of  correcting  that  which  has 
been  done  in  error. 

*  In  1831,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  wife  was  so  circumstanced  as  to  render  it 
impossible  to  provide  an  immediate  maintenance  for 
her ;  and  her  father,  by  the  written  proposal,  agreed  to 
allow  his  daughter  200/.  a  year  during  his  life,  to  be 
continued  if  she  died  in  his  lifetime  leaving  children, 
but  to  cease  if  she  died  in  his  lifetime  without  children. 
This  proposal  had  clearly  a  reference  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  family  which  might  arise.  If  there  were 
no  children  to  provide  for,  the  annuity  was  to  cease  upon 
her  death,  although  her  husband  might  survive.  This  was 
the  first  proposal  which  was  assented  to  by  Mr.  Vetbekt. 

Mr.  Pearce  afterwards  made  a  variation  in  the  pro- 
posal,  he  proposing   to  give  Mr.  Verbeke   100/.   per 
annum  in  the  event  of  his  daughter  dying  without  issue,     4 
and  which  he  directs  may  be  included  in  the  bond.    ^ 
This  of  course  was  acceded  to,  and  these  two  proposals   s 
at  that  time  formed  the  agreement  between  the  parties- 
It  is  said  that  the  agreement  was  afterwards  varied,  ^ 
and   the  question  is,  whether  that  is  really  the  case.  <^= 
Now  it  appears  that  these  proposals  were  sent  to  the  ^ 

solicitor  as  instructions  for  the  preparation  of  the  settle 

ment.  He  says  that  he  prepared  the  draft  pursuant  to  ^ 
these  proposals.  The  parties,  entirely  relying  on  him,  -« 
afterwards  executed  the  deed :  and  from  the  evidence 
I  think  it  clear  that  the  deed  was  intended  to  be,  and 
ought  to  have  been,  in  conformity  with  the  proposals. 
The  deed  itself  recites  an  intention  to  make  some  im- 
mediate provision  for  Mr.  Verbelce  and  his  wife ;  this  re- 
cital clearly  shews  that  it  was  intended  to  make  a  present 
and  immediate  provision  for  Mrs.  Verbeke.  The  covenant 

by 
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by  which  this  is  attempted  to  be  carried  into  effect  is  an 
absolute  covenant  to  pay  an  annuity  of  200/.  to  Mr. 
Verbeke  and  his  assigns  during  the  life  of  Mr.  Pearce^ 
thereby  making  the  annuity  his  absolute  property,  and 
leaving  the  wife  and  children  wholly  unprovided  for. 
The  covenant  then  provides,  that  **  if  the  wife  should 
die  in  her  husband's  lifetime,  without  issue,  then  that  the 
annuity  should  be  reduced  to  100/.  a  year,  and  that  if 
Mr.  Verbeke  should  become  bankrupt,  &c.,  the  annuity 
should  cease ;  but  it  does  not,  even  in  that  event,  pro- 
vide in  any  way  whatever  for  the  wife  and  children. 
What  has  happened  ?    Mr.  Verbeke  has  died  insolvent, 
leaving  his  wife  and  children  surviving,  and  his  exe- 
cutors, on  the  part  of  his  creditors,  claim  to  have  the 
annuity  of  200/.,  which  Mr.  Pearce  intended  as  a  provi- 
sion for  the  wife  and  children,  paid  to  them ;  so  that 
the  wife  and  children  are,  during  the  life  of  Mr.  Pearce^ 
to  be  left  absolutely  destitute ;  and  this,  it  is  conceived, 
is  a  settlement  in  conformity  with  the  proposals  which 
were  made  and  acceded  to.     I  think  it  likely,  that  in 
preparing  this  settlement,  it  was  assumed  that  Mr.  Ver^ 
beke,  when  in  the   enjoyment  of  this  annuity,  would 
make  for  the  wife  and  children  that  provision  which 
was  intended  for  them.     I  think  that  must  have  been 
the  notion  of  the  solicitor  preparing  the  settlement,  but 
it  could  never  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  this  annuity,  strictly   intended  for  the  wife  and 
children,  should  be  so  limited  by  this  settlement  as  to 
give  it  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband,  leaving  the  wife 
and  children  entirely  destitute.     I  think  that  the  mode 
by  which  the  intention  was  attempted  to  be  carried  into 
effect  erroneous.     The  intention  was,  that  in  the  event 
which  has  happened,  the  annuity  of  200/.  should  be  a 
present  and    immediate    provision   for   the   wife,   and 
through  the  wife  for  the  children;   I  must   therefore 
declare  that  this  settlement  must  be  reformed* 


1840. 
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Feb.  20. 25.  TO WNSEND  V.  WESTACOTT. 

A  party  largely  TTN  the  year  1830  the  Defendant,  JoAn  Wesiacott^  was 

makes  a  ▼<>-  absolutely  entitled,  amongst  other  property,  to  five 

luntary  »cttlc-  closes  of  freehold  land,  which  stood  limited  to  the  usual 

menty  and  •  .  i     i 

becomes  in-  uses  to  bar  dower,  and  as  to  which  there  were  outstand- 

Siw°y«ijrs^'^  ing  terms  vested  in  trustees  to  attend  the  inheritance. 
Held  sufficient 

I^Uotct?^  On  the  2d  of  April  1830  Westacott  appointed  and 

under  the  released  this  property  to  a  trustee,  upon  trust  for  bim- 

and  held  also  self  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Maria  Pook^  an  infiint,  the 

that  in  order  daughter  of  his  housekeeper  Elizabeth  Pookj  absolutdy, 

"®  ^®*     asioe  •••/•                            vv                                /•««• 

it  was  not  with  a  gift  over  to  Elizabeth  Pock  m  case  of  the  deata 

nro^SSat'the  ^^  Maria  Pock  before  she  attained  twenty-one.     Thb 

settlor  was  in  deed  was  purely  voluntary,  and  was  made  without  any 

amounting  to  consideration.   No  marriage  was  then  in  contemplation ; 

insoWency.  but  some  time  afterwards   Westacott  married  Elizabeth 

A  bill  al-  -n    J 

leged  that  the  Pook. 
settlor,  at  the 
timeof  making 

a  voluntary  In  October  1832  Westacott  was  imprisoned  for  debt; 

tJ^^wtly  ^^  ^°  ^^^  ^9*  ^f  January  1833  he  petitioned  for 

indebted,  it  relief  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  executed  the 

the  particu-  usual  conveyance  to  the  provisional  assignee.   In  March 

lars  of  the  1333  jjjg  petition  was  heard,  when  he  was  remanded  for 

debts,  but  re-  ,              '^ 

ferred  to  a  nine  months,  at  the  end  of  which  time  he  was  dis- 

the^settfor  in  c'^^^g^d-      The   Plaintiff,   his  assignee,  to  whom  the 

the  Insolvent  usual  conveyance  had  been  made  by  the  official  assignee, 

of\he  suit:  ^'^  ^^^^  ^'"»  stating,  that  in  April  1830  Westacott  was 

Held,  that  Jn  insolvent  circumstances,  and  indebted  in  upwards  of 

the  existence 

of  the  debts  6500/.,  which  he  was  unable  to  pay ;  that  he  had  exe- 

was  not  suffi-  ^^^^  ^^  j^^j  ^\^  jjje  intent  to  delay  and  defraud  his 

aently  put  in  ^ 

issue  as  against  creditors; 

an  infant,  but 

an  enquiry  was  directed  on  the  point. 


Wbstacott. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  841 

u^itors;  that  he  had  continaed  insolvent  and  Indebted        1840. 
down  to  the  time  of  his  imprisonment ;  and  it  contained     ^^'^^^^'^^ 
the  following  allegation : — **  That  the  schedule  of  the   _     v. 
debts  of  the  said  John  Westacott^  annexed  to  bis  said 
[letitiony  and  verified  by  his  oath,  contained  debts  due 
from  him  to  the  amount  of  8184/.,  of  which  sum  debts 
to  the  amount  of  more  than  5600/.  appeared,  by  the 
Baid  schedule,  to  have  been,  and  in  fact  were  due  from 
the  said  Jo^n  Westacott  on  the  2d  o(  April  1830,  and 
Haintifi^  craves  leave  to  refer  to  such  schedule  in  aid  of 
this  suit,  and  intends  to  prove,  if  necessary,  such  exist- 
ence as  aforesaid  of  the  said  debts;"  the  bill  did  not,how- 
ever,  specify  any  debts.    It  prayed  that  the  deeds  might 
be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and  might  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled;  and  for  a  conveyance  to  Plaintiff 
as  assignee,  by  the  trustee  of  the  deed ;  for  an  assign- 
ment of  the  outstanding  terms ;  and  if  necessary,  that 
the  validity  of  the  instruments  might  be  tried  by  an 
action  at  law,  and  for  that  purpose  that  the  outstanding 
terms  might  be  removed. 

The  Defendants,  Westacott  and  wife,  insisted  that  he 
was  not  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed ; 
but  that  his  property  at  that  time  would  have  produced 
7000/.,  while  bis  debts  and  liabilities  did  not  exceed  5600/.; 
the  infant,  MariaPook,  putin  the  common  infant's  answer. 

The  Plaintiff  proved  the  existence  of  debts  on  the  2d 
of  April  1830,  of  about  2256/.,  due  to  creditors  men- 
tioned in  the  insolvent's  schedule,  including  therein  a 
debt  due  to  the  Plaintiff  on  bond  dated  in  1829. 

The  Defendant  entered  into  evidence  to  prove  the 
value  of  the  property,  but  the  evidence  was  considered 
very  unsatisfactory  by  the  Court. 

Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  CkandlessSor  the  Plaintiff, con- 
tended, that  the  settlement  was  fraudulent  and  void  under 

the 
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1840.        the  statute  of  IS  Eliz.  c.  5.,  against  creditors  existing  at 

7^^^^"^     the  time,  and  that  being  set  aside  in  regard  to  them, 

9.  all  subsequent  creditors  would  be  let  in:   they  cited 

Wbstacott.   Goods(my.Jones{a\SussellY.  Hammond  (b),  Walkers. 

Burrows  (c),  Taylor  v.  Jones  (d),  Lord  Taamsend  ▼.  Wind-' 

ham  {e)y  Partridge  v.  Gopp  (g),  Kidney  ▼.  Coussmaker  (4), 

Montague  v.  Lord  Sandwich  {i\  Bichardson  v.  Small- 

wood  {k)i  Whittington  v,  Jennings.  (/) 

Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Elderion^  contrh^  objected 
that  there  was  no  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the  Plain- 
tiiF  was  a  creditor  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
settlement,  or  that  he  was  a  creditor  at  all.  That  the 
existence  of  the  debts  at  the  time  had  not  been  properly 
put  in  issue  by  the  bill ;  and  that  the  reference  to  the 
schedule,  which  was  binding  alone  on  the  husband,  was 
not  sufficient  for  that  purpose;  that  consequently  the 
evidence  of  these  debts  could  not  be  received  as  against 
the  infant  and  the  married  woman. 

They  contended  also  that  in  order  to  set  aside  a 
voluntary  settlement  it  was  requisite  to  prove  that  the 
settlor  at  the  time  was  indebted  to  the  extent  of  insol- 
vency ;  Lush  V.  Wilkinson,  {m) 

Mr.  Jemmcttj  for  trustees. 

Mr.  Chandless,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  debts  were 
properly  put  in  issue  by  the  reference  to  the  schedule, 
and  stated  they  had  been  so  alleged  to  save  the  great 

expense 

(a)  Stylesy  446.  (A)  12  Va,  155. 

{b)  1  Atk.  15.  (t)  12  Vet.  155.  note. 

(c)  1  Alk,  93.  \k)  Jac.  552. 

(rf)  2  Alk.  600.  (/)  6  Sivu  495. 

{e)  2  Vet,  sen.  10.  (m)  5  Vet.  384. 
(g)  Ambler,  596. 
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ixpense  of  setting  out  the  debts  in  the  bill;  he  argued        1840. 
hat  if  there  existed  any  doubt,  then  that  the  case  ought     t^"*^^^^^ 
o  be  put  in  a  course  of  enquiry.  «. 

^BSTACOTT, 

Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  is  filed  ^by  the  assignee  of  WestacoU^  an 
Qsolvent  debtor,  against  the  insolvent,  his  wife  and  her 
dfant  daughter,  and  against  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
lent  and  of  some  outstanding  terms  of  years.  The 
l]ject  of  the  bill  is  to  set  aside  for  fraud  a  voluntary 
onveyance,  which  was  made  by  the  insolvent  on  the  2d 
f  April  1830,  to  a  trustee,  for  himself,  for  life,  and 
flerwards  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Pook  and  Maria  Pook^  her 
ifant  daughter.  Mrs.  Pook^  being  a  stranger  to  the 
ittlor,  and  no  marriage  being  in  contemplation  at  the 
me^  though  they  afterwards  married,  this  deed  was  a 
urely  voluntary  conveyance ;  and  if  it  was  a  conveyance 
cecated  for  fraudulent  purposes  it  ought  to  be  set  aside; 
ut  if  the  transaction  was  honest,  and  without  fraud,  it 
aght  not  to  be  interfered  with.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
lleged  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  this  deed  was 
xecuted  entirely  without  consideration;  that  is  admitted. 
B  the  next  place  it  is  said,  that  the  settlor  was  largely 
adebted  at  the  time ;  arid  of  this  there  is  strong  evidence, 
irhich  I  shall  presently  notice.  Being  largely  indebted  he 
oade  this  voluntary  conveyance,  and  in  less  than  three 
rears  afterwards  he  became  absolutely  insolvent.  On 
hese  facts  alone,  provided  they  were  properly  put  in 
ssue  and  proved,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conveyance 
mght  to  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent. 


The  state  of  the  pleadings,  however,  is  thi&,  it  is  al- 
eged  by  the  bill  that  Westacott  was,  at  the  time,  in 
nsolvent  circumstances,  and  indebted  in  a  large  amount 
o  several  persons,  which  he  was  unable  to  pay.  The 
)ersons  to  whom  he  was  so  indebted  are  not  specified  ; 

but 
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1840.        but  it  is  stated,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  bill,  that 
Z^^*^^*^^^*^     having  become  insolvent,  his  debts  in  hb  schedule  ap- 
9.  peared  to  be  8184/.,  of  which  5600/.  were  due  on  the 

We«acott.    ^  of  April  1830 ;  and  the  Plaintiff  then  "craves  leave 
to  refer  to  such  schedule  in  aid  of  the  suit,  and  intends 
to  prove,  if  necessary,  such  existence  as  aforesaid  of  the 
said  debts."     With  respect  to  Westacott  himself,  the 
schedule  is  a  sufficient  admission  of  the  debts ;  but  of 
the  other  Defendants  one  b  a  married  woman,  and  the 
other  an  infant,   who  has  put  in  a  common  inbnt's 
answer.   These  Defendants  have  not  had  an  opportunitjr 
of  examining  these  debts.     It  would  be  very  difficult  U^ 
hold  the  infant  or  the  married  woman  absolutely  bonncl^ 
by  the  allegations  as  to  the  schedule,  even  for  the  pur — 
pose  of  putting  them  to  prove  that  they  are  not  to 
affected  by  them ;  for  every  thing  as  regards  an  infimt 


or  a  married  woman  must  be  taken  strictly.   I  can  hav< 
no  doubt  that  the  bill  was  put  in  this  form  with  the  v< 
proper  intention  of  saving  expense ;  but  this  upright  in 
tention  is  sometimes  defeated  without  the  least  fault  o 


those  who  defend  the  case ;  and  the  advisers  of  th< 
infant  and  married  woman  are  quite  right  in  seeing  tha —  -t 
these  debts  are  strictly  proved  against  them. 

There  has  been  a  little  exaggeration  in  the  argument  — ^^ 
on  both  sides  as  to  the  principle  on  which  the  Coui 
acts  in  such  cases  as  these :  on  one  side  it  has 
assumed  that  the  existence  of  any  debts  at  the  time  oC=>"^' 
the  execution  of  the  deed  would  be  such  evidence  of  s.  ^ 
fraudulent  intention  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  set  asid*  J^^^ 
a  voluntary  conveyance,  and  oblige  the  Court  to  do  s^^^^ 
under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.  I  cannot  think  the  rea^^^' 
and  just  construction  of  the  statute  warrants  that 
position,  because  there  is  scarcely  any  man  who 
avoid  being  indebted  to  some  amount :  he  may  intern 
to  pay  every  debt  as  soon  as  it  is  contracted,  and  con-^ 

stantlj^ 
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staDtly  use  his  best  endeavours,  and  have  ample  means 
to  do  so,  and  yet  may  be  frequently,  if  not  always, 
indebted  in  some  small  sum :  there  may  be  a  with- 
holding of  claims,  contrary  to  his  intention,  by  which 
he  is  kept  indebted  in  spite  of  himself;  it  would  be 
idle  to  allege  this  as  the  least  foundation  for  assuming 
fraud  or  any  bad  intention.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
said  that  something  amounting  to  insolvency  mu.st  be 
proved  to  set  aside  a  voluntary  conveyance:  this  too, 
is  inconsistent  with  the  principle  of  the  act,  and  with 
the  judgments  of  the  most  eminent  Judges.  The  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  Westacotfs  property  when  he 
executed  the  settlement  I  cannot  rely  on ;  it  is  brought 
brward  many  years  after  the  witnesses  had  known  it, 
ind  they  speak  to  the  value  of  the  property  without 
taking  into  consideration  any  charges  that  might  be 
upon  it ;  and  I  am  not  in  a  situation  of  knowing  whe- 
:her  there  were  any  charges  upon  it. 

Under  the  circumstances  in  which  thi$  case  has  been 
wrought  before  me,  if  the  married  woman  and  infant  had 
lad  the  opportunity  of  meeting  the  evidence  as  to  the 
existence  of  the  debts  at  the  time  of  the  settlement, 
\  should  have  been  bound  to  make  the  decree  which  is 
isked  for  in  the  first  instance.  I  cannot,  however, 
mder  the  circumstances,  make  such  a  decree  as  is 
laked ;  but  the  Plaintiff  is,  I  think,  entitled,  under  the 
dtemative  prayer  of  his  bill,  to  try  the  validity  of  the 
settlement  by  an  action  at  law ;  but  if  there  are  any  dif- 
ficulties which  cannot  be  removed,  I  will  direct  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Master. 


The  case  was  subsequently  mentioned,  when  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  debts  were 
owing  by  Westacott  at  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  at  the 
time  of  his  insolvency. 

Vol.  II.  A  a 
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Town  SEND 
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Westacott. 
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Feb.  24,  GAUNT  V.  TAYLOR. 

Where  several  ^|^HE  testator  by  his  will  had  given  his  widow  an  in- 
nrnde'defend-  come  of  S70/.  out  of  his  estate,  and  had  appointed 

ants  in  respect  her,  together  with  Shaw  and  Tottie^  his  executrix  and 

fiduciary  cha-  executors  and  who  proved  his  will.     This  was  a  credit 

racter  only,  ^j.»g  ^m  g|gj  axrainst  the  executors,  executrix,  and  th^ 
orif  any  bene-       ,  ^  \         ^ 

ficial  interest  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  for  the  usual  administration^^ 

mav^bave^Soes  ^^  ^^^  estate.      The  executrix  and  executors.  appearedL^ 

not  conflict  jointly  to  the  bill,  but  the  widow,  having  an 

duty,tbey  '^^  ^^^  estate  different  from  that  of  her  co-executoi 

ought  not  to  severed  in  her  defence,  and  throughout  the  subsequenl 
sever  m  their  .  . 

defences,  proceedings  appeared  by  a  difierent  solicitor.   By 

otbenvise  one  made  on  former  occasions,  two  sets  of  costs  bad 
set  of  costs  ' 

only  will  be  allowed  them,  and  the  cause  now  coming  on  for  furtb< 

owe      em.  j;,.^^Qns^  |^  appeared  that  the  personal  estate  was  u 
solvent,  and  that  the  testator  was  not  a  trader. 


Mr.  Kinderdeifi  Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Jamet 
for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the  executors  and  ex< 
cutrix  were  to  be  allowed  one  set  of  costs  only,  as  ther<^ 
was  nothing  to  justify  their  separating  in  their  defences* 

Mr.  Treslove  and  Mr.  Parker^  for  the  two  executors^ 
and 

Mr.  Pembertofi  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  widow,  con- 
tended that  two  sets  of  costs  ought  to  be  allowed,  as 
the  widow  had  a  beneficial  interest  distinct  from  and 
inconsistent  with  that  of  the  co-executors ;  and  that  the 
former  orders  furnished  a  principle  which  the  Court 
ought  to  adopt  on  the  present  occasion. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1840. 

Where  several  persons  are  made  Defendants  in  re- 
spect of  a  joint  fiduciary  character  only,  or  if  the  bene- 
ficial interest  which  any  of  them  may  have  in  the 
matters  of  the  suit  is  in  no  way  conflicting  with  their 
other  duty,  they  certainly  ought  to  answer  and  defend 
together ;  if  they  do  not,  and  there  are  no  special  circum- 
stances, then,  according  to  the  settled  rule  of  the  Court, 
they  will  be  allowed  one  set  of  costs  only.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  one  has  a  personal  interest  which  con- 
flicts with  his  duty  as  trustee,  or  if  one  of  several 
trustees  can  admit  facts  which  the  others  believe  not  to 
be  true,  it  then  becomes  impossible  for  them  with 
prudence  to  answer  together.  Whether  they  are  en- 
titled to  two  sets  of  costs  depends  on  the  circumstances 
of  each  particular  case.  If  a  party  creates  unnecessary 
expense  it  is  just  that  he  should  be  deprived  of  his 
costs;  and  if  several  trustees  unnecessarily  sever  their 
defences,  it  is  right  that  oq^e  set  of  costs  only  should  be 
lUowed:  the  question  always  is,  whether  there  was 
reasonable  ground  for  them  to  sever. 

The  previous  orders  made  in  this  case  allowing  two 
;ets  of  costs  have,  I  think,  considerable  bearing  on  the 
present  question ;  and  under  all  the  circumstances  I 
think  two  sets  of  costs  must  in  this  case  be  allowed. 


Aa  i 
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1840. 


Feb.  S8. 


TINKLER  V.  HINDMARSH. 


In  an  adminis-  HPHE  intestate  in  this  cause  was  the  proprietor  of  the 
the  Court  au-  True  Sun  and  Weekly  True  Sun  newspapers,  and 

thoiised  the      immediately  on  his  death,  in  June  1834,  a  creditor's 

J^al  penonal        ... 

representstiye  8(ut  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  having  his  estate 

to  carry  on       administered, 
newspapen 
which  formed 
part  of  the 
assets,  and  a 
stationer  for 
that  purpose 
fbmished 
paper  on 
cr^t:  Held, 
that  be  was 
entitled  to  be 
paid  out  of 
the  fund  in 
Court  forming 
part  of  the 
testator's  es- 
tate, though 
such  estate 
was  insuffi- 
cient to  pay 
the  testator's 
debts. 


By  an  order  of  this  Court,  dated  the  8th  of 
18S4,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
state  whether  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  estai 
that  the  newspapers  should  be  sold,  or  whether  it  W( 
be  more  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  that  they  shoi 
be  carried  on  and  continued  to  be  published  for  t 
benefit  of  the  estate ;  and  whether  any  other  measu 
ought  to  be  taken  to  prevent  the  publication  of 
newspapers,  or  any  of  them,  from  being  suspended 
and  until  he  should  have  made  his  i*eport,  and  unti 
further  order,  Elizabeth  Hindmarsh  and  Jcme  71 
the  legal  personal  representatives,  were  to  be 
liberty  to  carry  on  and  continue  the  same  on  the 
count  and  at  the  expense  of  the  intestate's  estate^  ani 
to  retain  and  apply  for  that  purpose  such  parts  of  (b 
monies  belonging  to  the  estate,  or  to  arise  from  tl 
publication  and  sale  of  the  newspapers  in  the  mean  ti 
which  should  come  to  their  hands,  as  should  be  n 
sary.  The  Master  reported  that  it  would  not  be  f( 
the  benefit  of  the  estate  that  the  newspapers  should 
sold. 


By  another  order  dated  the  22d  of  April  18S5,     ^^ 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  wheth^-^ 
it  would  be  proper  that  the  newspa[)ers  should  be  car*^ 

Tied 
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ied  on,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  administratrixes        1840. 
hould  be  at  liberty  to  carry  on  the  newspapers  at  the     ^^^^~^ 
xpense  of  the  estate  in  the  mean  time.  «. 

HlNDMARSH. 

The  Master,  by  his  report  dated  the  7th  of  May  1835, 
ecommended  that  the  newspapers  should  be  sold  for 
\600Lf  which  was  done  in  June  1835. 

Messrs.  Pewtress  and  Co.  having  been  informed  by 
be  legal  personal  representatives  that  the  newspapers 
vere  to  be  carried  on  under  the  orders  of  this  Court, 
ODtinued  after  the  testator's  death  to  supply  the  paper 
ecessary  for  the  publication  of  the  newspapers,  down 
>  the  time  of  their  sale,  and  in  respect  thereof  723/. 
e<:ame  due  to  them. 

Messrs.  Pewtress  now  presented  a  petition  to  obtain 
ayment  of  the  723/.  out  of  a  sum  of  2407/.  consols 
anding  in  the  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  which, 
i  was  stated,  had  partially  arisen  from  the  newspapers, 
ad  to  have  it  declared  that  they  had  a  lien  on  such 
ind  for  the  amount  of  their  debt 

The  estate  was  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  all  the 
itestate's  debts. 

Mr.  C  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Parker^  in  support  of  the 
^tition,  contended  that  the  amount  ought  to  be  paid 
at  of  the  estate,  or  at  least  out  of  the  part  which  had 
dcrrued  from  carrying  on  the  newspapers,  and  which  had 

fact  been  produced  by  the  capital  of  the  petitioners; 
^  the  petitioners  had  trusted  the  Court,  and  ought 
^T  to  be  put  to  their  personal  remedy  against  the  ad-  • 
itiistratrixes. 

IMr.  Boupellj  contrdj  on  behalf  of  the  creditors  of  the 
^testate,  opposed  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and  con- 

Aa  3  tended 


350  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.  tended  that  the  petitioners  had  a  lien  on  the  actual 

TT"^^^^*^"^  produce  of  the   papers  only;   and   that  the   fiind  in 

o.  Court,  which,  he  stated,  had  not  been  derived  therefrom, 

HuTDMABBB.  ^^  ^^^  Uablc  to  thc  petitioners. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  K.  Parker ^  for  the  adminis- 
tratrixes. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  petition  presented  by  gentlemen  who 
stationers,  praying  that  they  may  be  declared  to 
creditors  upon  the  estate  of  the  intestate,  and  to  have 
lien  upon  a  particular  fund  for  the  amount  of  thei. 
claims. 


The  intestate  in  this  case  was  the  proprietor  of 
tain  newspapers,  and  in  June  1834,  immediately  or  ▼( 
soon  after  his  death,  this  suit  was  instituted  for 
purpose  of  having  the  directions  of  the  Court  tak< 
and  for  having  the  estate  administered  for  the  paym( 
of  his  creditors.     It  appears,  by  the  evidence  before 
that  very  shortly  after  the  death  of  the  intestate,  it 
represented  by  the  legal  personal  representatives  xYrm^^ 
they  intended  to  obtain  the  sanction  of  this  Court  tf^c^r 
^carrying  on  the  newspapers  which  had  been  conduc^^^^^ 
by  the  intestate ;  and  that  in  the  expectation  that  such 
authority  would  be  given  the  petitioners  supplied 
The  Court  was  in   fact  applied   to   in  the   followa 
month  of  November^  and  an  order  was  made,  — not 
order,  as  has  been  argued,  by  which  this  Court  tooli^ 
upon  itself  to  carry  on  the  trade,  for  a  mc^t  sbsutd 
thing  would   it  be  for  this  Court  to  make  an   onJef 
whereby  it  undertook  to  carry  on  a  newspaper ;  but  i< 
was  an  order  that  it  might  be  carried  on  at  the  expense 
of  the  estate.   The  legal  personal  representatives  were  to 
be  at  liberty  to  carry  it  on  at  the  expense  of  tlie  estate, 
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and  they  did  carry  it  on.  The  representations,  therefore, 
which  had  been  made  to  the  petitioners  turned  out  to 
be  correct.  It  must  be  assumed  that  it  was  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate  that  it  should  be  carried  on,  and 
if  so,  it  would  seem  that  the  expenses  ought  to  be  de- 
firayed  by  all  those  who  had  any  interest  in  the  estate. 
The  supply  of  paper  commenced  in  Jvly  1834,  and 
continued  down  to  June  18S5;  and  in  the  month  of 
May  18S5,  a  report  was  obtained  that  it  would  be  pro- 
per to  sell  the  copyright,  and  a  sale  actually  took 
place  on  the  23d  of  June  1835.  During  that  time 
the  supply  of  paper  necessary  for  carrying  on  the 
trade,  which  the  l^al  personal  representatives  were 
at  liberty  to  carry  on  at  the  expense  of  the  estate,  was 
supplied  by  the  petitioners.  Some  of  the  expenses  were 
paid  in  ready  money  and  some  not.  If  the  legal 
personal  representatives  had  from  time  to  time  paid 
ready  money  for  the  supply  of  the  paper,  which  they 
were  justified  in  doing,  it  would  have  been  repaid  them 
out  of  the  estate  before  any  other  persons  having  claims 
upon  the  estate  could  have  received  any  thing. 


1840. 


Tinkler 

HiNDMARSH. 


Then  comes  the  question,  How  is  this  balance  to  be 
paid?  I  must  say,  it  does  not  seem  to  me  material 
whether  this  fund  of  2600/.  was  the  produce  of  the  news- 
paper or  not ;  I  certainly  am  not  satisfied  that  it  was.  If 
it  really  were  material  to  these  parties  to  know  what  was 
the  fund  which  was  realised  by  the  newspaper  it  ought 
^  be  inquired  into,  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  material. 
This  is  an  expense  which,  with  the  leave  of  the  Court, 
pras  incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  and  of  the 
n«ditors.  It  may  unfortunately  have  turned  out  a 
losing  concern,  still  it  was  done  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate ;  and  though  the  experiment  might  fail,  the  ex- 
pense, it  would  seem,  must  fall  on  the  estate  before  the 
persons  beneficially  interested  in  it  can  receive  any 
thing  out  of  it 

Aa  ^  This 
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1840. 


Tinkler 

V. 
Hl^fDMARSH. 


This  claim  is  made  as  upon  the  balance  of  an  acoouot ; 
it  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  an  account  should  be 
taken  of  the  value  of  the  paper  supplied,  and  of  the 
sum  already  paid  to  the  petitioners,  which  must  go  in 
reduction  of  their  demand. 


March  5. 


RING  V.  HARDWICK. 


Bequest  to  teft-  HPHE  question  in  this  case  arose  upon  the  will  of 

foMifeTnd  '  William  DavieSy  dated  in  1825,  whereby  he  gave  his 

after  her  death  residuary  personal  estate  to  P.  Hardwick^  Wnu  Clare, 

vision  between  ^^^  h>s  wife,  Mary  Davies,  upon  trust  to  convert  and  to 

f^^  ^^ynd^^  invest  in  their  names  upon  government  security,  and  to 

A.,  B,^  C,  and  pay  the  dividends  and  the  rent  of  the  leaseholds,  Sec  to 

'    "  ^^^  his  wife.  Maty  Daviess  "  during  the  term  of  her  natural 


shares  to  be 
paid  imme- 
diately, and 
his  daughters* 
shares  to  be 
invested  for 
them  for  life, 
with  re- 
mainder be- 


life  or  widowhood;"  and  he  proceeded  as  follovirs:  — 
*^  And  from  and  immediately  after  the  death  or  second 
marriage  of  my  wife  the  said  Martha  Daviesj  then  upon 
trust  that  they  the  said  Philip  Hardwick,  William  dare 
and  Maty  Davies,  or  the  survivors,  &c.,  do  and  shall 
tween  all  their  with   all  convenient  speed   collect  in  the  outstanding 

becomTveTted  P*''^^  ^^  ^V  ^^^  personal  estate,  and  add  the  same  to 

at  the  age  of  my  money  in  the  funds,  and  make  a  division  of  all  the 

r  *  said  mo»y  *e„  i„  ,h,  W.  &c  „d  .U  „d  ..^ 

^hiA^^    f  Other  parts  qt  part  of  my  said  personal  estate  between  all 

the  others  and  every  of  my  four  children^  viz.  my  two  sons,  the 

who  shouW^  said   William  Davies  and  James  Davies^  and  my  two 

the  age  of  daughters,  the  said  Mary  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  WettI* 
twenty-five,  -_ 

in  case  either  -"^ 

daughter  should  die  without  leaving  any  child  who  should  live  to  attain  tweo^-five; 
with  powers  for  the  maintenance  and  aclvancement  of  such  children.  Held,  that  the 
gift  over  was  too  remote;  and  secondly,  that  the  gift  to  the  daughters  in  the  fir^  in- 
stance being  absolute,  and  the  attempt  to  limit  it  having  failed,  the  absolute  ioterert 
remained  unaffected,  so  that  the  representatives  of  a  daughter  who  died  without 
children  were  entitled  to  her  one-fourth  share. 
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He  then  provided  that  the  ^*  division"  was  not  to  be        1840. 
made  into  four  equal  parts,  but  that  a  sum  of  2000/. 
should  be  appropriated  and  paid  out  of  the  shares  of  his 
sons,  James  and   William  Daviesy  ^^  to  or  for  the  use 
and  to  augment  the  shares  of  his  two  daughters,  the 
said   Mart/  Davies  and  Martha  Ann   West,  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  to  be  received  by  or  for  the  use 
of  them  the  said  Mary  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West* 
And  subject  thereto  the  division  of  all  and  singular  his 
said  personal  property  at  the  decease  or  second  mar- 
riage of  his  said  wife,  the  said  Martha  Davies^  was  to  be 
equal,  share  and   share  alike,  between  his  said   four 
children,  viz.  his  said  two  sons,  the  said  William  Davies 
and  James  Davies,  and  his  said  two  daughters,  the  said 
Mary  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West,  the  shares  of  his  said 
two  sons,  the  said  William  Davies  and  James  Davies,  were 
to  be  paid  and  transferred  to  them  immediately  upon 
the  decease  or  second  marriage  of  his  said  wife,  the  said 
Martha  Davies,  upon  their  first  appropriating  thereout, 
or  otherwise  paying  the  said  sum  of  2000/.  to  or  for 
^e  use  of,  and  to  augment  the  shares  of  his  said  two 
daughters,  the  said  Mary  Davies  and  the  said  Martha 
^jinn  West ;  to  hold  the  said  shares  unto  them  the  said 
William  Davies  and  James  Davies  severally  and  respeo- 
^vely,  and  their  several  and  respective  executors,  admi* 
.Xibtrators  and  assigns,   from  thenceforth  absolutely  for 


if 


The  will  then  contained  a  gift  over  between  the  sur- 
viving brother  and  sisters  of  the  sons'  shares,  in  case 
either  died  unmarried  and  without  issue  before  their 
shares  should  become  payable,  and  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows :  —  "  But  as  touching  and  concerning  the  shares  of 
my  said  personal  estate,  which  with  the  said  augment- 
ations  will  become  the  property  of  my  said  daughters,  the 
said   Mary  Davies  and  Martha  Ann   West,  upon   the 

decease 


HxanwicK. 
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1 840.        decease  or  second  marriage  of  my  said  wife,  the  said 
'^^^^^      Martha  DavieSf  my  directions  are,  and  I  do  hereby 
«««  declare  my  will  and  meaning  to  be,  that  the  whole  of 

such  shares  and  augmentations  shall  immediately  npon 
the  decease  or  second  marriage  of  my  said  wife,  the  said 
Martha  DavieSj  be  invested  and  laid  out  upon  govern* 
ment  security  at  the  Bank  of  England,  under  the  super- 
intendence of  them,  the  said  Philip  Hardwidt  and  William 
Clare,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  in  manner  following, 
that  is  to  say,  the  sharje  and  augmentation  of  the  said 
Maty  Davies  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  alao  aoy 
other  augmentation,  which  may  become  her  share  b^ 
the   decease  of  the   said    WiUiam  Davies  and  Jana 
Davies  or  either  of  them  unmarried  and  without  issoci 
as  is  also  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  by  the  decease  of 
the  said  Martha  Ann  West,   as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
shall  be  so  invested  and  laid  out  in  the  names  of  the 
said  Philip  Hardwick,   William  Clare  and  WiUiam  Da» 
vies,  or  the  survivors,  &c.  jointly  with  and  in  the  name  of 
her  the  said  Mary  Davies,  upon  trust  that  they  the  said 
Philip  Hardwick,    William  Clare  and  William  Davies, 
&C.  do  and  shall  permit  my  said  daughter,  the  said  Mary 
Davies,  to  receive  the  dividends  for  life  for  her  separate 
use ;"  ^^  and  from  and  after  her  decease  then  upon  further 
trust  that  they,  the  said  Philip  Hardwick,  WiUiam  CUare 
and  WiUiam  Davies,  &c.  do  and  shall  pay,  divide  and 
transfer  the  capital  money  which  formed  the  share  and 
augmentation  of  my  said  daughter,  the  said  Mary  Davies, 
unto,  amongst  and  between    all  the  children,  whether 
male  or  female,  and  both  male  and  female  of  my  said 
daughter,  the  said  Mary  Davies,  in  equal  shares  and  pro- 
portions, and  to  become  vested  in  such  children  respedivefy 
at  the  age  of  twenty^/ive  years ;  and  if  any  such  children 
or  child  shall  die  under  that  age,  the  share  or  shares  of 
all  and  every  such  children  or  child  shall  be  divided 
amongst  the  survivors  of  such  children  who  shall  live  to 

attain 
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attain  that  age;  and  if  only  one  child  shall  live  to  attain  1840. 
that  age,  then  the  whole  of  such  share  and  augment- . 
ation  shall  belong  to  such  only  child  upon  his  or  her 
attaining  that  age ;  and  if  it  shall  happen  that  the  said 
Maay  Domes  shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any 
sach  children  or  child  who  shall  live  to  attain  the  said 
age  of  twenty-five  years,  then  the  whole  of  the  said 
shares  and  augmentations  shall  be  upon  trust,  and  shall 
be  divided  between  all  the  children  of  the  said  William 
DavieSf  James  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West^  whether 
male  or  female,  and  both  male  and  female,  who  shall  live 
to  attain  the  said  age  of  twenty-five  years^  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions ;  and  if  only  one  such  child  shall  live  to 
attain  that  age,  then  the  whole  of  such  share  and  aug- 
mentations shall  belong  to  such  only  child  upon  his  or 
her  attaining  that  age.'' 

The  testator  declared  similar  trusts,  mutatis  mutandis^ 
of  Martha  Ann  Wes^s  share,  and  contained  the  following 
powers  of  maintenance  and  advancement:  —  **  Provided 
always,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  said  Mary  Davies 
<Mr  the  said  Martha  Ann  West  before  their  children,  or  the 
children  or  child  of  either  of  them,  shall  have  attained 
uhe  said  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  in  case  they  the  said 
J£anf  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West,  or  either  of  them, 
shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  children  or  a 
^hild,  and  there  shall  be  then  living  any  children  or  a  child 
of  the  said  William  Davies  and  James  Davies^  or  either  of 
them,  but  such  children  or  child  may  not  then  have  at- 
tained the  said  age  of  twenty-five  years,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  Philip  Hardwick^  William  Clare^  and  William 
XkmeSj  &c.  to  receive  the  dividends  of  the  share  and 
augmentations  of  the  said  Maty  Davies  and  Martha  Ann 
West,  or  either  of  them,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  apply  the 
same  dividends,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  ^or  the  edu- 
cation  and  maintenance  of  the  children  or  child  of  the 

said 


356  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1840.        said  Mary  Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West^  or  of  the  said 
^^^^^ '    William  Davies  and  James  Davies,  as  the  case  may  be, 
o.  until  such  children  or  child  shall  attain  the  said  age  of 

Habdwick.  twenty-five  years,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  this  my  said  will  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  and 
expressed  in  respect  thereof;  and  upon  the  same  principle, 
in  the  event  or  events  last  aforesaid,  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  the  said  Philip  Hardwick^  William  Clare  and 
William  Davies,  &c.  with  the  consent  of  the  said  Mary 
Davies  and  Martha  Ann  West  during  their  respective 
lifetimes,  and  after  their  deaths  or  the  death  of  either  of 
them,  then  in  the  discretion  of  the  said  Philip  Hardmck, 
William  Clare  and  William  Davies,  &c.,  by  sale  of  any 
part  of  the  said  government  securities,  to  raise  and  ad- 
vance any  part  of  the  share  of  any  one  or  more  of  the 
said  children  for  their  advancement  in  the  world,  not 
exceeding  one  quarter  part  of  the  probable  expectant 
share  of  every  one  such." 

The  testator  died  in  1827;  his  widow  survived  him 
but  a  short  time ;  his  daughter,  Mary  Davies,  married  the 
Plaintiff,  Mr.  Ring,  and  died  in  1829,  without  having 
had  any  child  born  alive,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  her  ad- 
ministrator. The  testator's  sons,  William  Davies  and 
James  Davies,  were  also  dead,  and  had  left  children. 
Martha  Ann  West  was  living,,  and  had  children,  two  of 
whom  were  born  in  the  testator's  life. 

The  questions  which  arose  upon  the  death  of  Mary 
Ring  without  children,  as  to  the  share  intended  for  her 
and  her  children,  were  first,  whether  the  gift  over  to 
the  children  of  her  brothers  and  sisters  was  too  remote; 
and  if  so,  then  whether  under  the  circumstances  she 
took  a  life  or  an  absolute  interest  in  that  share. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Humphry  for 
the  Plaintiff,  contended,  first,  that  the  gift  over  between 

the 
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the  children  of  William  Davies,  &c.  ^^  who  should  live        1840. 
to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,"  was  too  remote : 
Vawdry  v.  Geddes  (a),  Bull  v.  Pritchard  (ft),  Leake  v. 
Bobinson  {c)j  Cambridge  v.  Bouse,  {d) 

Secondly,  that  the  first  gift  in  the  direction,  *^  to  make 
a  division  of  all  his  said  personal  estate  between  all  and 
every  his  four  children,  Mary  Davies,  &c."  was  an  ab- 
solute gift,  and  the  attempt  to  restrict  that  interest  by 
gifts  to  the  children  of  Ma7y  failing  for  remoteness,  the 
absolute  gift  remained  unaffected :  Whittell  v.  Dudin  (e). 
Carver  v.  Bowles  (g),  Kampf\.  Jones  (A),  Arnold  v.  Con^ 
greve.  (f)  That  the  Plaintiff  was  consequently  entitled 
as  representative  of  his  wife  Mary. 

Mr.  Bethell  for  Mrs.  West ;  and 

Mr.  Kindersley  for  the  representatives  of  William 
JDaxnes,  contended  that  the  cases  oi  Kampfw.  JoneSf  &c. 
ivhich  arose  on  powers,  did  not  apply,  and  that  Mrs.  Bing 
look  a  life  interest  only :  that  the  gifts  over  were  void, 
aand  that  consequently  there  *was  an  intestacy  as  to  this 
share  to  which  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  children  of  Mrs. 
JVestj  contended  that  it  was  the  practice  of  the  Court  to 
c:onstrue  more  liberally  provisions  made  for  children: 
Woodcock  V.  The  Duke  of  Dorset  (^),  Hawgrave  v.  Car* 
^ier.  (/)  That  here  there  was  a  vested  gift  to  the  children, 
subject  to  be  divested  on  a  child's  not  attaining  twenty- 
five,  and  which  was  not  therefore  void  for  remoteness : 

Farmed' 

(a)  1  Rum,  4-  M.  203.  (g)  2  /2.  4-  JIf.  501. 

{h)  I  Run.  213.  (A)  2  Keen,  756. 

(c)  2  Mer.  363.  (i)  l  Ruti,  ^  M,  209. 

(rf)  8  Vfi.  12.  \k)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  56B. 

(e)  9J.^W.  279.  (/;  3  Ves,  ^  B,  79. 
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1840.        Farmer  V.  Francis,  {a)  That  the  direction  for 

and  advancement  showed  clearly  that  the  diildren 
to  take  beneficially  previously  to  their  attaining  twenl 
five,  and  prevented  the  rule  of  law  against  renu 
applying :  Murray  v.  Addenbrook.  [b)  That  this  mi| 
be  considered  a  gift  with  a  double  aspect ;  first,  if 
Davies  had  no  children,  or  secondly,  having  childn^s:]^ 
they  all  died  under  twenty-five ;  and  the  first  altemat:i^^re 
having  happened,  the  gift  over  took  effect. 

Mr.  PemberUm  having  commenced  his  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said :  —  Upon  the  \aLat 
point  I  will  not  trouble  you.     The  children,  on  whose 
behalf  this   case  has   been   argued,  if  they  take  bmxj 
thing  must  take  it  under  that  clause  directing  a  di^i* 
sion   between  all  the   children    ^*  who  should  live    ^^ 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.''     It  is  admitte^i 
that  a  gift  expressed  by  those  words  is  by  itself  too 
remote  and  void ;  but  then  it  is  said,  there  are  otb^^ 
directions  in  the  will  which  ought  to  qualify  that  co0* 
struction.     The  directions   are   first  of  all,   upon    tb^ 
death  or  second  marriage  of  the  wife   to  invest,  S^^ 
the  particular  share  previously  given  to  a  daughter^  '^ 
the  name  of  the  trustees.     Then  it  is  said,  that  in   tbe 
subsequent  clause,  which  refers  to  a  period  when  tb^ 
children  are  under  twenty-five,  that  which  was  inten^l^ 
for  the  children  is  termed  "  the  share  "  of  the  childrC> 
and  that,  therefore,  the  gift  is  vested,  subject  to    ^ 
divested;  but  I  consider  this  share  means  such  sb0>^ 
as  had  been  before  given,  that  is,  a  share  for  such  ^ 
should  live  to  attain  twenty-five  years,  and  this  sub* 
sequent  clause  cannot  therefore  alter  the  effect  of  tb^ 
previous  gift.     Next  it  is  said  to  be  a  gift  with  a  doub«^ 
aspect.     1  am  of  opinion  that  that  is  not  the  true  coH' 

structJ*''' 

(a)  2  Sim.  ^  S.  505.  (6)  4  Rusi.  407. 
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niction  of  the  clause.  In  respect  to  the  clauses  for 
aiDtenance  and  for  raising  money  for  advancement, 
ley  are  accessories  to  that  which  is  void,  and  cannot 
lerefore  alter  the  construction.  Upon  the  other  point 
i  to  the  extent  of  the  gift  to  the  daughter,  I  will  hear 
reply. 

Mr.  Femberton  having  replied, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said :  —  I  think  that  there 
sufficient  to  be  collected  from  the  prior  words  in 
is  will  to  give  an  absolute  interest  to  the  daughters ; 
d  those  prior  words  are  so  connected  with  what  fol- 
ws  as  to  shew  that  the  testator  intended  a  restriction  of 
at  absolute  interest;  and  the  restriction  not  having 
come  effectual,  the  whole  interest  remained  according 
the  original  gift. 


1840. 


Ring 

o. 

Habowick. 


RHOADES  V.  Lord  SELSEY. 


March  5. 


^HE  Plaintiff  had  been  the  steward,  receiver  and 
professional  agent  of  the  Defendant,  Lord  Selsey : 
inghis  employment  he  had  advanced  to  Lord  Selsey  a 
^  of  400/.,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  a  debt  due 
»i  Lord  Selsey.      In  a  letter,  dated  the  4th  of  May 
V,  written  by  Lord  Selsey  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  expressed 
^self  thus  :  —  "I  have  just  received  an  answer  from 
gentleman  to  whom  I  told  you  I  would  pay  the 
^^-  you  promised  me.     If  you  will  remit  it  to  Drum-- 
^^s,  1  can  give  you  a  note  for  it  when  you  come  to 
^d€m"     On  the  7th  of  May  Lord  Selsey  acknow- 
ledged 


The  Defend- 
ant wrote  to 
his  receiver 
and  profes- 
donai  agent 
as  follows :  — 
"If^du  will 
remit  the  AOOL 
I  can  give  vou 
a  note  for  it 
when  you 
come  to  Lon- 
don.''   The 
money  was 
advanced  but 
no  note  was 
signed:  Held, 
that  a  special 
contract  must 
be  inferred, 
and  that  interest  was  payable  by  the  Defendant. 
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ledged  the  receipt  of  the  400/.,  but  did  not  apply  it 
the  way  intended.     The  balance  of  accounts  at  the 
between  the  parties  did  not  appear. 


No  note  was  ever  given  by  Lord  Selsey  for  the 
one  waS|  however,  prepared  by  the  Piaintifi^  hot 
never  signed.  The  accounts  between  the  parties  y 
taken  in  the  Master's  oflSce  in  this  suit,  and  the 
had  allowed  for  the  amount  of  the  stamp  for  the 
but  disallowed  the  claim  for  interest  on  the  400/.; 
the  question  now  discussed  on  exceptions  to  the  Mast.e 
report  was,  whether  the  interest  was  under  the  circu 
stances  payable. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Chandless^  for  the  Plaintifi> 
contended  that  there  was  suflScient  evidence  of  a  cos- 
tract  to  entide  the  Plaintiff  to  interest  on  the  note. 


Mr.  Kinder sley  and  Mr.  Bethellj  cofUrd,  insisted  tb^t 
there  was  no  promise  or  contract  to  pay  interest;  that  it 
must  be  inferred  that  the  steward  had  paid  the  amount 
out  of  monies  of  his  principal  then  in  his  hands. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  assume,  nor  is  it  probable  that  these  were 
monies  in  the  hands  of  Rhoades,  which  Lord  Sehejf  htfd 
a  right  to  say  you  shall  apply  to  my  use.     Lord  Stls^ 
says,  "  If  you  remit  400/.  1  can  give  you  a  note  f^^ 
it  when  you  come  to  London  ;^  what  followed  was,  tb*^ 
the  money  was  immediately  remitted,  and  on  the  7^ 
of  May  the  receipt  of  it  was  acknowledged  by  \a^ 
Selsey. 

The  question  is,  Am  I  to  conclude,  under  the  cir* 
cumstances,  that  there  was  a  special  contract  betweeo 

the 
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:  parties?  I  think  the  evidence  shews  that  \i BJioades 
t  the  400/.  Lord  Sehey  was  to  give  a  note  for  it; 
:  note  was  not  in  eiTect  given,  but  the  expense  of  the 
mp  was  allowed  by  the  Master  to  BJioades  in  passing 

accounts*  What  was  wanted  was  the  signature  of 
rd  Selsey^  which  was  to  be  affixed  when  Mr.  Rhoades 
ae  to  town  :   that  was  omitted,  but  there  was  nothing 

alter  the  contract  between  the  parties.  I  ought 
irefore  to  consider  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  if  the 
;e  had  been  signed;  and  the  consequence  is,  that  I  must 
sr  a  special  security  on  which  interest  was  payable. 


1840. 


KELSALL  V.  MINTON. 

i     SUM  of  58/.  175.  was  payable  out  of  Court  be- 
tween  fourteen  persons,  and  a  petition  was  pre- 
ited  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  YouT^  asked,  that  to  save  expense  to  the  parties, 
d  particularly  the  expense  of  powers  of  attorney, 
lich  would  otherwise  be  necessary,  this  sum  might  be 
id  to  the  solicitor,  he  undertaking  to  distribute  it 
longst  the  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  was  desirous  of 
ring  expense  to  these  parties,  but  the  rule  which  he 
d  adopted,  and  which  must  be  followed  on  this  occa- 
n,  was,  not  to  make  any  such  order  unless  the  peti- 
Q  praying  for  payment  to  the  solicitor  was  signed  by 
$  parties,  or  unless  a  written  authority  was  produced 
ned  by  the  parties,  stating  that  they  were  desirous  that 
iir  money  should  be  paid  to  the  solicitor.  This  rule 
i  been  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  mind 
the  Court  that  the  parties  were  aware  of  their  rights, 
Vol.  II.  Bb  and 


March  9. 

Where  small 
sums  are  pay- 
able out  of 
Court  to  par- 
ties, an  order 
will  be  made 
to  pay  them 
to  the  soli- 
citor, he  un- 
dertaking to 
distribute 
them ;  but  it 
is  necessary 
either  that 
the  petition 
praying  pay- 
ment to  the 
solicitor 
should  be 
signed  by  the 
parties,  or 
that  a  written 
authority 
signed  by  the 
parties  should 
be  produced 
to  the  Court, 
authorising 
the  payment 
to  tne  soli- 
citor. 
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1840.  and  of  the  amount  they  were  entitled  to  receiTe.    An 

^"V"^'^  authority  being  produced,  he  would  make  the  order  as 

p.  asked  m  the  present  case. 

MiNTON. 


March  12.  SMITH  V.  LANGFORD. 

A  testator,  a     fT^HE  testator,  a  victualler,  authorised  his  executors 
rected  Im    "  ^^  trustees  to  carry  on  his  trade  for  the  benefit  of 

trade  to  be       his  family  with  full  powers  for  that  purpose.     One  of 

carried  on  by  ''  '^  ...  . 

his  executors,  them  was  a  brewer,  and  the  other  a  spirit  merchant, 

a  brewer  and    ^jjj  j^^j  j^ggj^  accustomed  to  serve  the  testator  in  his  life- 
spint  mer- 
chant who        time.    After  the  death  of  the  testator  they  carried  on  the 

the  hi^it  of     business,  and  furnished  the  supplies  of  beer  and  spirits, 
serving  him  in 

his  lifetime,  'p^e  bill  was  filed  by  a  party  entitled  to  a  share  in 

and  supplies  i  i.   i 

werefurniiihed  the  residue,  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  carried  into 

^°'^l'!JRl!r;    execution, 
pose  by  tnem. 

The  Court 

would  not  de-       The  executors  by  their  answers  stated  that  they  had 

ei^cutors     ^  charged  a  fair  and  current  market  price  for  the  stores 

were  entitled    furnished  after  the  testator's  death. 

to  receive  the 

cost  price  only 

for  these  sup-        Mr.  Ixyoai^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  now  contended,  that  in 

rected  an'inl"   ^^  decree  for  taking  the  accounts,  there  ought  to  be  a 
quiry  whether  special  direction  that  the  executors  should  be  allowed 

were  proper,     ^^^  cost  price  only  for  the  supplies  furnished  by  them: 

and  furnished    Moore  v.  Frotmd.  (a) 
at  the  ordinary 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  RenshaWy  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Rogersj  contrhy  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  common  decree  only,  and  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  Moore  v.  Frauod  applied  to  professional  persons 
alone ;  he  did  not,  however,  object  to  any  inquiry  as  to 

the  fairness  of  the  charges. 

The 

(a)  3  MyL  4r  Cr.  45. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  make        1840. 
jf  such  order  as  that  asked;  that  all  he  could  do        g^^-^ 
aid  be  to  direct  the  Master  in  taking  the  accounts    ^      v. 
see  that  the  supplies  were  proper  and  furnished  at 
\  ordinary  market  price.     That  he  could  not  suppose 
It  the  testator,  who  had  hunself  directed  his  business 
be  conducted  by  these  Defendants,  expected  they 
uld  be  deprived  of  the  usual  fair  profit. 


Lanofobd. 


WAINWRIGHT  v.  HARDISTY.  ^""^^  ^^• 

BY  an  indenture,  which  represented  that  under  her  By  a  deed, 

marriage  settlement,  Mrs.  Hardisty^  by  means  of  ^nted^^e^^ 
power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment,  had  the  wife  to  have 
solute  dominion  over  the  fee  simple  of  an  estate,  it  over  the  fee 

s  witnessed  that  in  consideration  of  SOO/.  paid  to  Mr.  ?^^"  estate, 

*^  bv  means  of  a 

irdisii/i  Mrs.  Hardisty^  in  execution  of  her   power   power,  the 
pointed  the  property  to   the   uses  afler  mentioned,  poinjg^  ^nd 
i   Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hardisty  then  conveyed  it  to   the  the  husband 

iuitiif,  to  secure  the  SOO/.  advanced  to  the  husband.      ^^^^^  ^he  fee 

by  way  of 
It   appeared,  however,   that  Mrs.  Hardisty  had   no  xhre^ute 
:h  power,  and  that  the  estate  was  settled  to  her  for  was  really 
!  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  her  husband  geparate  use 

life,  with  remainders  over  to  other  persons.  of  the  wife  for 

life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the 

Mr.  Hardisty  having  become  bankrupt,  and  the  mort-  husband  for 

je  and  interest  remaining  unsatisfied,  the  Plaintiff  nmfndcrsover. 
id  this  bill  to  have  the  amount  due  to  him  raised  out  '^'^e  mortgage 
the  life  estates  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hardisty.    The  bill  decreed  to  be 

5ced  that  the*  Plaintiff  had  advanced  his  money  on  the  ""J'^f.^  °"5  ? 
^  .  .  ^  the  life  estates. 

h  of  having  a  security  on  the  fee,  but  that  he  after- 
rds  discovered  the  true  state  of  the  title,  which  had 
;d  fraudulently  concealed. 

Bb  2  The 
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1840.  The  wife  insisted   that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 

«r^^^*^     parties  that  the  fee  should  be  subject  to  the  mortgage, 

V,  and  thskt  on  that  supposition,  and  on  the  faith  of  the 

Hardisty.     s^t^ejngnt  b^jng  ^^i^^  g^g  ^^  -^^i^^^     xhat  the  Plain- 

tiff  was  aware  of  her  actual  interest  in  the  property 
having  seen  a  copy  of  the  settlement,  and  that  he  was 
of  opinion  that  such  settlement  was  invalid  and  had 
proposed  to  run  the  risk ;  and  she  insisted  that  she  was 
^not  bound  to  give  eSect  to  the  deed  out  of  her  separate 
interest.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  fact  produced 
by  the  Defendants,  nor  was  there  any  proof  of  any 
fraudulent  concealment  given  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff*. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Keene^  for  the  Plaintifi^  asked 
for  the  usual  decree  for  an  account  and  payment  out  of 
the  life  estates  of  the  husbapd  and  wife.  They  cited 
Sheldon  v.  Cox.  (a) 

Mr.  Piggott  contra f  for  the  husband  and  wife^  con- 
tended that  her  separate  estate  was  not  liable  to  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage  money.  That  she  had  acted 
under  a  misconception  of  her  interest  in  the  property, 
and  that  it  was  intended  to  make  the  whole  fee  liable, 
and  not  to  throw  the  burthen  on  her  limited  estate. 
That  from  the  deed  it  appeared  that  she  was  dealing 
under  her  supposed  power  only,  and  not  in  respect  of 
her  separate  estate. 

That  there  was  no  case  in  which  a  contract  had  been 
established  against  a  feme  covert  personally,  but  only 
through  her  trustees  against  her  separate  estate  under 
some  due  appointment  of  it ;  so  that  here,  there  was 
neither  a  contract,  nor,  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  any  appointQfient  of  the  wife's  separate  estate. 

He 

(a)  2  Eden,  224. 
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He  did  not  object  to  the  mortgage  being  charged  on        1840* 

the  life  estate  of  the  husband.  ^.^^^^^""^^ 

Wainwright 

V. 

Mr.  EUiSy  for  a  trustee.  Hardisty. 

Mr.  Kofy  for  the  bankrupt's  assignee. 

Tke  Master  qftie  Rolls. 

The  principal  question  in  this  case  seems  to  me  to 
l>e,  whether  the  interest  of  the  wife  is  affected  at  all. 
There  is  no  fraud  proved  by  the  Defendants ;  and 
no  step  has  been  taken  on  behalf  of  the  wife  to  set 
aside  this  deed ;  but  the  case  comes  before  me  simply 
upon  the  statement  which  is  made,  that  the  husband 
having  occasion  to  borrow  a  sum  of  SOOL^  applied  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  lend  it,  and  the  wife  offered  as  a  security 
to  appoint  this  property ;  and  then  the  wife  says  in  her 
Answer,  that  there  was  some  mis-representation  piade 
to  her  as  to  the  extent  of  her  power  over  the  property, 
which,  however,  is  not  proved.  Now,  it  seems  that  the 
interest  which  was  intended  to  be  appointed  by  the 
deed  is  not  so  appointed,  because  the  terms  of  the  settle- 
ment did  not  allow  it.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
deed  is  not  to  operate  upon  the  interest  which  the  husband  ^ 
and  wife  had,  and  upon  that  which  the  wife  had  a  power 
to  charge.  It  is  truly  said,  that  there  is  no  personal 
contract,  but  then  it  is  also  argued  that  this  is  a  contract 
with  reference  to  her  power,  and  not  with  respect  to 
her  separate  property.  I  confess  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
know  what  it  is,  if  it  is  not  to  operate  on  her  separate 
estate  under  the  settlement,  for  except  in  that  way  it 
could  have  no  operation :  under  the  circumstances,  as 
they  are  before  me,  I  think  that  the  deed  ought  to 
operate  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  which  the  husband 
and  wife  had,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
decree  he  asks. 

Bb  3  This 
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1840.  This  is  one  of  the  very  many  cases  in  which  the  wife 

--^ '  '  ^  suffers  for  the  want  of  the  clause  against  anticipation. 

Wain  WRIGHT  ^  . 

V.  The  separate  interest  intended  for  the  wife  has  thus  been 

Hardisty,     jgj-j.  unprotected  against  the  necessities  and  influence  of 
the  husband. 


March  17.       GREGORY  i;.  THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 


Bequest  to 
trustees' to  be 
divided  be- 
tween the  tes- 
tator's wife 
and  six  poor 
merabefs  of  a 
chapel,  share 
and  share 
alike.    Held 
that  the  wife 
was  entitled 
to  one  seventh 
absolutely, 
and  that  the 
other  six 
sevenths 
formed  a  per- 
manent cha- 
ritable fund, 
the  interest 
alone  of  which 
was  from  time 
to  time  payable 
to  the  poor. 


^|iHE  testator  gave  as  follows:  *' I  give  to  the  trus- 
-*-  tees  or  wardens  for  the  time  being  of  the  chapel  in 
Hackney^  commonly  called  Mr.  Car's  chapel,  the  sum 
of  consols  which  may  be  in  my  name  (as  above  stated) 
at  the  time  of  my  decease,  the  interest  of  the  same  to  be 
divided  between  my  wife,  Ann  Grcgoryy  and  six  poor 
members  of  the  said  chapel,  share  and  share  alike.'' 

At  his  death  the  testator  had  721/.  0^.  9^.  three  per 
cent,  consols  standing  in  his  name,  and  the  question  was 
as  to  the  construction  of  this  gift. 

Mr.  Pemberton  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  widow  of  the 
testator,  contended  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  moiety  of 
the  fund,  and  that  the  other  moiety  was  divisible^  share 
and  share  alike,  between  the  poor  members;  and  se- 
condly, that  they  all  took  absolute  interests. 

Mr.  Wray^  contrd,  contended  that  the  wife  took  one 
seventh  only  of  the  fund,  and  that  the  poor  were  only 
entitled  to  the  anntial  interest  of  the  remaining  six 
sevenths,  as  it  was  clear  the  testator  intended  a  perma- 
nent charity. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pembertofiy  in  reply.  The  testator  could  not 
have  intended  by  the  same  words  to  have  given  an 
absolute  interest  to  his  wife,  and  a  life  interest  only  to 
the  poor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
wife  was  entitled  to  one  seventh  absolutely,  and  that  the 
interest  only  was  payable  to  the  six  poor  members  (U 
anno  in  annum. 
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GaEGORY 
V, 

The 

Attorney- 

Genebal. 


LUCAS  V.  CARLINE. 


March  17. 


^T^HE  testatrix  gave  several  legacies,  and,  amongst  A  testatrix 

them,  "gave   and   bequeathed    unto  her  servant,  sevend\^- 

WilUam  hucas^  if  he  should  be  residing  with  her  at  the  cies.and, 

time  of  her  decease,  but  not  otherwise,  the  legacy  or  others,  one  to 

sum  of  100/.,  and  after  giving  other  legacies,  she  "di-  ?  ^u'^**"!  j !! ''^ 

rected  them  to  be  paid  within  six  months  after  her  de-  residing  with 

cease ;"  and  she  declared  "  that  the  said  several  legacies  J-^/qj^  ^er 

or  sums  of  money  thereinbefore  by  her  given  and  be-  decease,  but 

queathed  should  not  become  an  interest  vested  in  the  ^jge*"  and 

lecratees  until  such  time  as  the  same  should  respectively  ^.h®  directed 

be  payable.''     The  testatrix  also  gave  other  legacies  re-  cies  to  be  paid 

spectively  payable  within  twelve  months  after  her  death,  "  ^'^^^  ^ix 

and  payable  at  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  her  decease,  her  decease," 

and  declared 
that  the  lega- 
WiUiam  Lucas  was  residing  with  the  testatrix  at  her  cies  should 

death,  but  died  before  the  expiration  of  six  months  ^^^^\  payable. 

from  the  decease  of  the  testatrix,  and  the  question  was,  f.**®  legatee 

.  died  before 

whether  this  legacy  was  payable  to  his  representatives,     the  expiration 

»T«Up   of  six  months. 
^"*^    Held  that  the 
representatives  of  the  legatee  were  entitled  to  the  legacy. 

Bb  4 
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The  Defendant  denied  that  he  got  in  within  six 
months  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix  personal  estate 
sufficient  to  pay  the  legacies  payable  within  six  months. 

TAv.  Pembetion  and  Mr.  Glasse  in  support  of  the 
claim  for  the  legacy. 

The  legacy  vested  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  and 
was  payable,  not  at  the  expiration  but  within  six  calendar 
months  after ;  the  direction  to  pay  within  six  months  was 
merely  for  convenience  in  the  administration  of  her 
estate,  and  did  not  postpone  the  vesting  of  the  legacy ; 
Garthshore  v.  Chalie,  {a)  Some  legacies  are  payable 
within  twelve  months,  and  others  at  the  end  of  twelve 
months:  this  shews  that  the  testatrix  knew  the  dif- 
ference. The  rule  of  the  Court  being  to  give  interest 
at  the  end  of  twelve  months  only,  the  testatrix  might 
here  have  intended  that  the  legatee  should  have  in- 
terest from  the  end  of  six  months.  The  legatee  at  least 
is  entitled  to  an  inquiry,  whether  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence the  legacy  might  have  been  paid  before  the 
legatee^s  death  :  Law  v.  Thompson,  {b) 

Mr.  Piggott  for  the  executor  and  residuary  legatee, 
cited  Sidney  v.  Vaughan  (c),  LUryd  v.  Williams,  {d) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  upon  the  true 
construction  of  this  will  I  am  to  consider  the  legacy 
now  in  question  as  a  legacy  which  might  become  pay- 
able upon  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  or  whether  I  am  to 
consider  it  as  a  legacy  which  did  not  become  payable 
till  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  six  months,  within 

which 


(a)  10  Vet,  13. 
(A)  4  Rusiell,  92. 


{c)  2  B,  P,  C,  347. 
{d)  2  Atk.  108. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

which  she  positively  said  it  was  to  be  paid.  I  think 
that  the  best  construction  I  can  give  is,  that  it  was 
payable  before  the  end  of  the  six  months  in  which  they 
were  authorised  to  pay  it. 


S69 


1840. 


If  the  residuary  legatees  and  the  executors  had  been 
different  persons,  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  the 
former  to  have  complained  if  this  legacy  had  been  paid 
within  one  month  after  her  decease,  nor  can  they  com- 
plain if  they  fill  the  two  characters.  The  legacy  is  pay- 
able within  and  not  after  six  months,  and  I  see  no 
reason  for  attaching  an  additional  condition  that  the 
legatee  should  live  beyond  the  six  months. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legacy  was  payable  in  the 
lifetime  of  this  legatee,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  who  repre- 
sents him  is  now  entitled  to  have  the  legacy  paid  if 
there  are  assets  for  that  purpose. 


DAVIS  :;.  FRANKLIN. 


March  7.  17. 


T^HE  question  in  this  case  turned  principally  on  the  Whether  by 
'*'    effect    of  the   twelfth    General    Order,    1828(a),  neral  Order" 

^hich  directs,  that  when  any  order  is  made  referring  an  (i828)the 

Master  can 


(a)  2  Rust,  App.  7. 


answer  extend  the 
time  for 
making  his  re- 
port more  than  once,  qtuBre. 
^VThere,  in  a  proceeding  before  the  Master,  the  defendant,  by  acquiescence  or 
^niission  to  object,  permits  the  other  party  and  the  Master  to  proceed  as  if  he 
acquiesce,  he  comes  too  late  if  he  does  not  come  at  the  first  opportunity 
[omplain  of  the  irregularity. 

>o  a  reference  to  the  Master  of  exceptions  for  impertinence,  he  enlarged  the 
^loa^  for  making  his  report  three  times,  and  on  the  19th  of  February  reported  the 
^vs^'wer  insufficient ;  on  the  4th  of  March  the  Defendant  gave  notice  of  motion  to 
^^stk.^  the  certificates  off  the  file,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  and  of  the  Master^s 
li^'^^  «g  power  to  enlarse  the  time  only  once :  the  Court  held  that  even  assuming 
tti^  ^Itf aster's  power  to  have  been  so  limited,  the  Defendant  came  too  late,  he  not 
^SL^frmng  previously  taken  the  objection. 
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Datis 

V. 

Feanklin. 


answer  for  insufficiency,  the  order  shall  be  considered 
as  abandoned  unless  the  Master's  report  shall  be  pro- 
cured within  a  fortnight  from  the  date  of  such  order, 
^'  or  unless  the  Master  shall,  within  the  fortnight,  certify 
that  a  further  time  to  be  stated  in  his  certificate  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  enable  him  to  make  a  satisfactory  re- 
port ;  in  which  case  the  order  shall  be  considered  as 
abandoned  if  the  report  be  not  obtained  within  the  fur- 
ther Ume  stated,"  and  the  answer  is  then  to  be  deoned 
sufficient. 


In  this  case  the  common  injunction  had  been  obtained 
for  want  of  answer.  Exceptions  to  the  answer  for  in- 
sufficiency were  delivered  on  the  21st  of  December 
18S9,  and  were  aflerwards  shewn  as  cause  against  dis- 
solving the  injunction,  and  the  exceptions  were  on  tb& 
23d  referred  to  the  Master.  By  the  terms  of  the  refer 
ence,  the  Plaintiff  was  to  procure  the  Master's 
on  or  before  the  3d  day  of  Hilary  term  ( 1  Sth 


ary)  (a),  or  in  default  thereof  the  injunction  was  to  stand 
dissolved  without  further  order.     On  the  Sth  of  Jan 
ai-y^  notice  of  motion  was  given  to  produce  documents^^^^^ 
admitted  by  the  answer  to  be  in  the  Defendant's  po 
session ;  and  an  order  to  that  effect  was  made  on  th 
11th  oi  January  ISiO. 


je 


On  the  1 3th  of  January^  the  Master  being  attended 
on  the  exceptions,  certified  that  one  week's  further  tim 
was  necessary  in  order  to  enable  him  to  make  a  sati 
factory  report. 


(a)  This  was  a  special  order 
made  on  the  23d  of  December^ 
when  an  application  was  made 
to  make  the  order  nisi  for  dis- 
solving the  injunction  absolute; 


it  was  made  in  consequence 
the  whole  fortnight  allowed  being 
in  vacation  time ;  see  1 9th  orde 

(1828). 
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On  the  20th  of  January^  the  Master  certified  that 
ten  days  further  time  was  necessary  for  that  purpose ; 
and  on  the  29th  of  the  same  month  he  made  a  third 
certificate,  certifying  that  six  weeks  further  time  was 
necessary.  On  the  19th  of  February  he  reported  the 
answer  to  be  insufficient 
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On  the  4ith  of  March,  notice  of  motion  was  given  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant  to  take  these  four  certificates 
ofi*  the  file  for  irregularity,  which  now  came  on  for 
argument 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon,  in  support  of 
the  motion,  contended  that  this  being  a  special,  and 
not  a  general  order  of  reference  to  the  Master,  he  had 
no  authority  to  extend  the  time  at  all;  but  treating  it  as 
a  general  order  of  reference,  then,  after  one  certificate 
of  further  time  being  necessary,  the  Master,  under  the 
twelfth  order,  had  no  further  power  of  extending  the  time 
for  making  his  report  That  it  had  been  so  decided 
by  the  Vice-Chancel  lor  in  Watkins  v.  Redman,  {a) 

Secondly,  that  the  motion  for  production  of  docu- 
ments on  admissions  in  the  answer  affirmed  its  suffi- 
ciency, and  was  a  waiver  of  the  exceptions. 

That  the  order  of  reference  must  consequently  be 
considered  abandoned,  and  the  answer  must  at  least  be 
deemed  sufficient  from  the  20th  of  Janiuiry. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  contrhy  con- 
tended that  the  Master,  if  he  considered  it  necessary, 
had  the  power  from  time  to  time  to  extend  the  period 
for  making  his  report,  otherwise  great  inconvenience 

would 

{a)  2DaniePsPr.3\6, 
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would  result ;  and  the  Master,  in  the  first  instance, 
would  be  either  compelled  to  name  an  unnecessarily 
long  period  for  making  his  report,  or  the  parties  would 
be  prejudiced  by  the  inability  of  the  Master  to  make  it 
in  time. 


Secondly,  that  the  motion  to  produce  the  documents 
was  no  waiver,  and  could  only  be  taken  advantage  of 
on  a  motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  reference  on  that 
ground. 

And  thirdly,  that  if  there  had  been  any  irregularity 
in  the  Master's  proceedings,  it  had  been  waived  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Defendant,  who  bad  allowed  the 
Master  to  proceed  without  making  any  complaint  until 
the  notice  of  motion  on  the  4>th  of  March;  that,  by 
the  practice  of  all  the  Courts  an  irregularity  must  be 
complained  of  at  the  earliest  stage,  otherwise  it  will  be 
considered  waived :  Routledge  v.  Giles,  (a) 

^r.  Pembaion^  in  reply. 

No  acquiescence  could  give  the  Master  jurisdiction 
where  the  general  orders  of  the    Court  preclude  it. 
You   may  waive  your  rights,  but  cannot,   by  any  pro- 
ceeding, give  jurisdiction.    Candler  v.  Partington  (6)  was 
also  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  motion  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  injunction, 
and  the  effect  of  the  order  to  produce  documents  can- 
not now  be  considered :  it  might  have  been  a  ground 
for  an  application  to  stay  the  proceedings  under  the 
reference  of  the  exceptions,  but  it  was  no  ground  for 
the  Master  refusing  to  proceed  on  that  reference. 

Tlie 


(a)  I»  Cr.  S'  Jer,  1  (>5.      Jcrtit, 


(6j  6  Mad.  102. 
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The  words  of  the  twelfth  order  are  very  stringent ; 
but  I  fully  concur  in  all  that  is  said  respecting  the  in- 
convenience of  holding  that  the  Master  can  only  enlarge 
the  time  once :  the  result  would  be  that  the  Master 
would,  in  the  first  instance,  be  obliged  to  enlarge  the 
time  for  months,  when  a  few  days  only  might  turn  out 
to  be  necessary.  It  is  .  said  that  the  Vice-Chancellor 
has  considered  that  the  time  once  limited  cannot  be 
enlarged :  I  cannot  say  that  this  is  so  clear  as  not  to  be 
worthy  of  further  consideration.  If  it  should,  on  in- 
quiry, turn  out  to  be  so,  then  comes  the  question  of 
acquiescence.  If  this  motion  prevails,  the  result  will  be 
that  the  answer  will  be  deemed  sufficient,  when  by  the 
Master's  judgment  it  appears  to  be  insufficient;  it  is 
not,  therefore,  a  case  where  the  parties  can  be  put 
right:  it  would  be  extremely  hard  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  be  put  in  such  a  permanent  situation  of  disadvan- 
tage because  the  Master  has  proceeded  in  error. 


S73 


1840. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  was  a  motion  to  take  off  the  file  four  certificates 
of  the  Master,  three  of  them  being  certificates  by  which 
he  certified  that  further  time  was  required  to  enable 
him  to  report  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  Defendant's 
answer,  and  the  fourth  being  a  report  that  the  answer 
was  insufficient. 


March  17. 


The  reference  was  made  on  the  23d  of  December  last, 
and  the  Plaintiff  was  to  procure  the  Master's  report,  on 
or  before  the  third  day  of  Hilary  term,  or  in  default 
thereof  the  injunction  which  the  Plaintiff  had  previously 
obtained  was  to  stand  absolutely  dissolved  without  fur- 
ther order. 


The 


374 


1840. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

llie  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  for  the  inspection  of 
the  documents,  which  the  Defendant  by  his  answer, 
which  was  excepted  to,  admitted  to  be  in  his  posses- 
sion. 


He  did  not  procure  the  report  in  time  to  save  the 
injunction,  but  the  Master  proceeded  on  the  reference; 
and  within  the  fortnight  allowed  by  the  twelfth  general 
order  of  1828,  the  Master  certified  further  tune  to  be 
necessary,  and  granted  successively  two  other  like 
certificates  before  he  reported  the  answer  to  be  in- 
sufficient. 

It  is  objected  by  the]  Defendant,  ^rst^  that  the  form 
of  the  order  (of  23d  oi  December)  required  that  the  Plain- 
tiff should  procure  the  Master's  report  on  or  before  the 
Sd  day  of  Hilary  term,  and  not  having  done  so^  the 
order  ought  to  be  deemed  to  be  abandoned ;  secondly^ 
that  the  order  of  the  11th  of.  January  1840  for  inspec- 
tion of  papers  in  the  possession  of  Defendants  was  made 
without  any  saving  of  the  right  to  proceed  upon  the  ex- 
ceptions, and  ought  to  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  the  refer- 
ence; thirdly^  that  under  the  twelfth  general  order  .of 
1828,  the  Master  has  only  authority  to  enlarge  the  time 
for  making  his  report  once ;  and  that  after  the  time  first 
given  had  expired  the  reference  must  be  deemed  to  be 
abandoned  and  the  answer  to  be  sufficient 


The  two  first  objections  were  disposed  of  at  the  time 
when  the  motion  was  made;  the  third  stood  over  for 
consideration,  and  to  give  me  an  opportunity  of  reading 
the  affidavit,  and  ascertaining  whether  the  objection,  if 
valid,  ought  to  be  considered  as  waived. 

I  find  that  since  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  in  Wai- 
kins  V.  Redman^  it  has  been  considered,  at  least  by  some 
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'  the  Masters,  that  they  have  power  to  extend  the  time 
ily  once.  I  confess  that  if  the  subject  had  been  res 
iegra^  I  should^  notwithstanding  the  strong  words  of 
e  twelfth  order,  have  been  inclined  to  think  that  the 
[aster  might  have  extended  the  time  contained  in  the 
rst  certificate,  whenever  the  justice  of  the  case  required 
Great  inconvenience  may  arise  from  imposing  on 
le  Master  a  necessity  of  granting  a  time  which  may  be 
inecessarily  long  in  order  to  avoid  the  injustice,  which 
ay  be  occasioned  by  the  time  contained  in  the  first 
n-tificate  being  too  short*  The  subject  I  think  deserves 
msideration ;  it  does  not,  however,  appear  to  me  to  be 
scessary  to  decide  the  point  in  this  case ;  for  even  on 
le  supposition  that  the  second  and  subsequent  certifi- 
ites  were  objectionable,  if  the  objection  had  been  taken 
I  due  time,  it  appears  to  me  that  under  the  circum- 
ances  which  took  place,  the  certificates  ought  not  to 
3  taken  off  the  file. 


1840. 


Davis 

V. 
FllAMKUK. 


The  objections  which  the  Plaintiff  insisted  upon  before 
le  Master  were,  first,  that  the  third  day  of  Hilary  term 
ad  gone  by,  and  that  the  Master  had  no  authority  to 
roceed  afterwards;  and  secondly,  that  a  motion  and 
1  order  thereon  had  been  made  for  the  production  and 
ispection  of  papers.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Master 
as  right  in  not  yielding  to  those  objections.  The  ob- 
ction,  that  the  Master  if  authorised  to  extend  the  time 
nee  had  no  authority  to  extend  it  again,  does  not  appear 
»  have  been  made  or  suggested.  If  the  Plaintiff  was 
Rrare  of  the  objection,  I  think  that  he  ought  to  have  stated 
,  and  if  necessary  to  have  applied  at  the  first  oppor- 
mity  to  take  the  second  certificate  off  the  file ;  and  even 
'  he  was  not  aware  of  it,  I  think  that  it  would  not  be  just 
>  permit  him  to  take  advantage  of  a  common  error,  in 
bich  he  himself  participated,  to  deprive  the  other  party 
f  bis  right  to  the  result  of  that  investigation  before  the 

Master, 


376 


1840. 


Davis 

V, 

Franklin. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Master,  which  was  carried  on  without  objection  from 
him,  on  this  ground. 

The  limitation  of  time  in  the  twelfth  order  was  meant 
for  the  benefit  of  Defendants  and  with  their  consent, 
and  if  not  by  the  Master,  may,  by  the  authority  of  the 
Court  without  their  consent,  be  enlarged  so  long  as  jus- 
tice may  require  it ;  and  if  the  Defendant  by  acquiescence 
or  omission  to  object  permits  the  other  party  and  the 
Master  to  proceed  as  if  he  did  acquiesce,  I  think  that 
he  comes  too  late,  if  he  does  not  come  at  the  first  oppor- 
tunity, to  complain  of  the  irregularity.  In  this  case  he 
permitted  the  proceedings  to  go  on  for  a  month  and  a 
report  to  be  made  against  him  before  he  complained, 
and  on  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  motion 
must  be  refused,  and  I  think  it  ought  to  be  refused 
with  costs. 


Feb.  18. 
March  21, 


ROBERTS  V.   LLOYD. 


obligor  of  i^N  the  25th  of  October  1821,  Lord  Mostyn  and  Mr. 
3nd,  a  ter     V-r   j^Q^^y^^  executed  a  bond  in  a  penal  sum  for  secur- 


An 

a  boiid, 

notice  that  it 

had  been  as-     ing  to  Rebecca  Roberts  the  sum  of  1000/.  and  interest; 

trusts  of  the     ^"^  ^"  ^^  ^^^^  ^^7  ^^  February  1828  Rebecca  Roberts^ 

particulars  of   havinff  three  daui^hters,  Jaiie^  the  wife  of  James  Batten^ 
which  there        .       ^,         ^  ,  ,     ,       -rx 

was  no  proof    the    Plaintiff,  Maria   Catherine  Roberts^  and  the  De- 

of  his  being  f^j^j 

cognisant, 

made  payments  to  parties  not  entitled  thereto,  some  by  order  of  the  trustee,  and 

some  to  the  executrix  of  the  obligee,  without  such  order :  Held,  that  the  obligor 

was  not  responsible  to  the  cestui  que  trust  for  the  former,  but  was  liable  to  repay 

the  latter. 

Party  suing  in  forma  pauperis,  and  proving  successful,  declared  entitled  to  ordi- 
nary costs. 
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Fendacit  Margaret  Bobats^  executed  a  deed  poll,  whereby, 
after  reciting  the  bond,  and  that  the  sum  of  1000/. 
remained  due  thereon,  and  that  she  was  desirous  of 
making  provision  for  her  daughters  and  the  children  of 
her  daughter  Janej  she  assigned  to  the  Defendant  David 
Uoydj  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the 
said  bond  and  the  money  due  thereon,  and  her  right 
and  interest  in  and  to  the  same,  on  trust  to  permit  her, 
Rebecca  RoberiSj  to  receive  the  interest  thereof  during 
her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  pay  her  daughter  Jane 
the  sum  of  SSS/.  65.  8i.,  being  one  third  of  the  said 
sum  of  1000/.,  and  as  to  the  sum  of  666/.  IS5.  4i.,  the 
remaining  two  thirds  of  the  money  due  on  the  bond, 
on  trust  to  place  out  the  same  in  government  or  other 
good  securities,  or  to  allow  the  same  to  remain  on  the 
present  security,  and  to  permit  her  daughter  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  Margaret^  to  receive  the 
interest  and  dividends  thereof  during  their  joint  h'ves ; 
and  after  the  death  of  either  to  permit  the  other  to  re- 
ceive the  interest  of  one  moiety  thereof,  and  to  pay  the 
other  moiety  to  the  children  of  Jane  Batten  ;  and  after 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  Plaintiff  and  her  sister 
Margaret  J  to  divide  the  remainder  of  the  1000/.  amongst 
the  children  of  Jatie  Batten ;  and  the  deed  poll  con- 
tained a  power  of  attorney  to  enable  David  Lloyd  to 
get  in  the  debt. 


There  was  no  direct  evidence  to  shew  when  Mr. 
Uoyd  was  first  informed  of  the  bond  and  of  the  deed 
poll,  nor  when  notice  of  the  deed  poll  was  first  given  to 
Lord  Mostyn;  but  on  the  28th  o^  July  1828,  Mrs. 
Boberts  and  Batten  and  wife  informed  Lord  Mostyn 
that  Mrs.Boberts  had  given  them  one  third  of  the 
money  secured  on  the  bond,  to  be  paid  on  the  death  of 
Mrs.  JBo6fr/5,  and  was  afterwards  desirous  that  Jane 
Batten  should  have  100/.   in   her  lifetime;  and   Mrs. 
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1840.  Roberts  and  Batten  and  wife  then  requested  Lord 
Mostyn  to  pay  100/.,  part  of  the  lOOOiLi  which  he  ac- 
cordingly did;  afterwards  (in  February  1829)  Mrs. 
Roberts  requested  Lord  Mostyn  to  pay  the  further  sum 
of  2SS/.  6s.  8</.  to  Jane  Batten^  and  that  request  was 
some  time  afterwards  complied  with.  In  a  letter  of 
James  Batten^  which  accompanied  this  request,  he 
stated  the  sum  of  2SS/.  6s.  Sd.  to  be  due  to  his  wife  by 
assignment. 

In  this  way  the  third  part  of  the  fund  which  was  In- 
tended for  Mrs.  Batten^  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Roberts, 
was  exhausted  in  her  lifetime.  How  fer  Mr.  Lioyd  was 
cognisant  of  these  payments  appeared  only  by  certain 
articles  of  agreement,  bearing  date  the  2Sd  day  of  Jfia^ 
18S1,  and  which  were  made  and  executed  by  and  be- 
tween Mr.  Uoyd^  of  the  one  part,  and  William  Baiten^ 
Joseph  Batten  and  Jane  Batten^  the  three  children  of 
Jane  Batten^  of  the  other  part.  These  articles  of  agree- 
ment recited  the  bond  and  the  deed  poll,  and  that  by 
indorsements  on  the  bond,  dated  respectively  the  2Sth 
day  oijidy  1828  and  the  29th  day  oi  April  1829,  the 
several  sums  of  100/.  and  233/.  6s.  8(/.,  making  together 
333/.  6s.  Sd,j  one  third  part  of  the  trust  money,  were 
by  orders  under  the  hand  of  Rebecca  Roberts^  and  with 
the  consent  of  David  Ucyd,  advanced  to  her  daughter 
Jane;  and  they  further  recited,  that  William^  Joseph 
and  Jane  Batten^  having  occasion  for  300/.,  had  applied 
to  Mr.  Lloyd  for  an  order  on  Lord  Mostyn  for  the 
same,  which  he  had  agreed  to  give  them  on  their  ent^- 
ing  into  the  conditions  after  mentioned  for  payment  of 
the  interest  to  him  as  therein  mentioned;  and  thereupon 
Mr.  Uoyd  promised  to  give  an  order  upon  Lord  Hof- 
tyn  for  payment  of  the  300/.,  and  to  accept  irooi  the 
three  Batteris  15/.  annually  in  lieu  of  the  lawful  interest 
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of  the  same  sum  of  SOO^^  and  the  three  Battens  pro- 
mised to  pay  that  interest  and  to  indemnify  Mr.  Uoyd. 

These  articles  of  agreement  were  dated  the  28d  of 
May^  and  on  the  29th  of  August  following  a  receipt 
was  given  by  James  Batten  to  Lord  Mostyn  for  SOO/., 
stated  to  be  paid  by  virtue  of  an  order  made  on  Lord 
Mostyn  by  Mr.  Llat/dj  and  that  the  money  was  part  of 
a  bond  debt  originally  due,  to  Rebecca  Roberts,  and 
afterwards  by  her  conveyed  to  David  lAoyd,  on  trust 
for  uses ;  100/.,  part  of  this  sum  of  300/.,  was  in  fact 
paid  on  the  28th  of  April,  the  remaining  200/.  on  the 
d9tfa  of  August. 

After  this  payment,  a  sum  of  366/.  13«.  ^d.  remained 
due  on  the  bond.  On  the  28th  of  March  1832,  the 
further  sum  of  66L  135.  ^d.  was  paid  by  Lord  Mostyn 
to  James  Batten,  who  gave  a  receipt  for  it  as  paid  by 
virtue  of  an  order  of  Mr.  Liayd,  and  that  the  money 
was  due  on  bond  to  Rebecca  Roberts,  and  assigned  by 
her  to  David  Lioyd  in  trust  for  certain  uses ;  and  soon 
afterwards  William  Batten  and  Joseph  Batten  requested 
Mr.  LUyd  to  advance  them  a  further  sum  of  100/.  For 
this  Mr. Lloyd  required  security;  and  on  the  8th  of 
June  1832,  William,  Joseph  and  James  Batten  and  Ro- 
bert  Davies  executed  a  bond  to  Mr.  Uqyd  for  200/.,  in 
which,  after  reciting  the  dee^  poll,  and  that  there  was 
then  due  and  owing  to  David  Uqyd  by  virtue  of  the 
bond  300/.,  and  that  he,  David  Lloyd,  had  agreed  to 
advance  to  William  and  Joseph  Batten  1 00/.  on  account 
of  their  shares  on  execution  of  that  bond,  the  condition 
was  stated  to  be  for  payment  to  David  Lloyd  of  the 
interest  of  100/.  at  51.  per  cent.,  during  the  lives  of 
Rebecca  Roberts,  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  Mary 
Roberts.. 


1840. 
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On  the  nth  of  Junej  three  days  after  the  execution 
of  the  last-mentioned  bond,  Mr.  Uoyd  signed  an  order 
for  payment  by  Lord  Mostyn  to  James  Batten  of 
another  sum  of  100/.,  and  Lord  Mostyn  accordingly 
paid  it  on  the  27th  oiJvly  18S2. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  any  further  act  or  inter* 
ference  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Lloyd. 

• 

Mrs.  Roberts  died  on  the  22d  of  November  1832,  and 
Jane  Roberts  was  appointed  executrix  of  her  will.  At 
the  time  of  Mrs.  Robertas  death,  the  sum  of  200il  re- 
mained due  on  the  bond ;  and  on  the  30th  of  Notxmbet 
Lord  Mostyn  paid  it  to  Jane  Batten  and  James  Batten^ 
as  it  seemed,  without  any  order  or  authority  from  Mr. 
Lloyd. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Maria  C.  Roberts^  who  sued  in 
formd  pauperis^  and  it  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  de 
fendant  David  lAoyd  had  committed  a  breach  of  trust 
in  respect  of  the  sum  of  Q6QL  ISs.  4(f.»  part  of  thesam 
of  1000/.,  which  was  secured  to  be  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant Lord  Mostyn  to  Rebecca  Roberts  deceased ;  and 
that  the  same  sum  of  666/.  135.  4(/.  might  be  secured, 
and  that  Lord  Mostyn  might  be  declared  to  be 
answerable  to  the  Plaintiff  for  200/.  paid  by  him,  and 
for  any  other  sum  which  bt:  paid  with  knowledge  of  the 
trusts  in  the  bill  mentioned. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Kenyon^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
contended  that  Lord  Mostyn  had  notice  of  the  settle- 
ment, and  having,  with  such  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's 
rights,  paid  the  sum  of  666/.  135.  4i.  to  parties  not  en- 
titled thereto,  he  was  liable  to  repay  it;  that  Uoyd 
was  liable  for  the  amount  paid  by  Lord  Mostyn  to 
parties  under  his  order  or  with  his  concurrence ;  and 

that 
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he  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  with 
notwithstanding  she  sued  as  pauper. 

r.  James  Rtisselly  for  the  Defendant  Uoydj  con- 
d  that  Ucn/d  had  not  full  notice  of  the  assignment 
i  bond  ;  that  the  trusts  had  never  been  perfected  by 
3ry  of  the  bond  to  the  trustee,  or,  so  far  as  it  had 
proved,  by  communication  with  the  Plaintiff;  that 
'ansaction  being  voluntary,  and  the  legal  interest 
ining  in  the  settlor,  this  Court  would  not  carry  it 
execution.  Tufnell  v.  Constable  {a\  Edwards  v. 
{b\  Coppin  V.  Dillon,  (c)  He  contended,  also, 
he  Plaintiff,  if  successful,  could  only  recover  pauper 


Lloyd. 


r.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Parry^  for  Lord  Mostyrij  con- 
d  that  Lord  Mostyn  had  no  notice  of  any  trust  in 
r  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  not  seen  any 
of  the  deed ;  that  the  payments  by  the  direction  of 
I  at  least  were  valid  ;  and  that  the  payment  of  the 
on  the  delivery  up  of  the  bond  was  good,  Martyn  v. 
\ly  [d) ;  that  no  effective  transfer  had  been  made  of 
ond,  Laoeridge  v.  Cooper  {e)f  Jones  v.  Gibbons  {g)^ 
notice  of  the  deed  of  trust  had  been  served  upon 
bligor,  as  ought  to  have  been  done ;  and  that  the 
had  been  retained  in  the  hands  of  the  settlor. 


".  Pembertonj  in  reply. 

le  trusts  being  well  created,  and  being  accepted  by 
rustee,  cannot  be  impeached.  This  suit  does  not 
to  establish  the  settlement  of  the  bond  against  the 

donor. 


B  Simtms,  69. 
1  /l/y.  <$•  Cr.  226. 
Decided  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
Dec.  24.  1859. 


(rf)  Prec.  Ch.  209. 
(e)  5  Rust.  58. 
(g)  9  Vet.  407. 
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donor,  but  against  a  trustee  for  a  breach  of  trust,  and 
against  the  obligor  for  paying  after  notice  of  an  assign* 
ment  of  the  bond.  Legh  v.  Legh(a) ;  Ellis  v.  Nimmo{b) 
were  also  cited. 


March  2]. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  plain  that  Mr.  Uoyd  was  fully  aware  of  the  bond, 
.  and  of  the  deed  poll,  and  of  the  trusts  conferred  upon 
him;  that  he  accepted  the  trusts,  and  took  an  active 
part  in  procuring  payment  from  Lord  Mo$tyn  of  dif- 
ferent sums  of  money  for  purposes  inconsistent  with  the 
trusts  which  he  had  accepted.  There  are  the  articles 
oT  the  23d  of  May  1831,  reciting  the  bond  and  deed 
poll,  his  consent  to  the  payment  of  one  third  part  of  the 
sum  of  1000/.  to  Jane  Batten^  and  shewing  the  arrange- 
ment under  which  he  was  to  procure  payment  of  a 
further  sum  of  SOO/.,  upon  having  payment  of  the  in- 
terest thereof  secured  to  himself.  There  is  not,  as 
against  him,  direct  evidence  of  an  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  66L  135.  4^^.,  but  there  is  the  subsequent 
bond,  reciting  that  the  sum  of  SOO/.  remained  due  to 
him,  and  this  was  the  sum  actually  due  after  deducting 
the  66L  1  Ss.  ^d. 


It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  not  by  his  acquiescence 
alone,  but  by  his  acts,  the  three  sums,  amounting  toge- 
ther to  466/,  135.  4 A,  were  withdrawn  from  the  security 
of  Lord  Mosti/rCs  bond. 


Now  it  is  evident  that  Lord  Mostyn  had  notice  that 
the  bond  had  been  assigned  to  Mr.  Lloyd^  and  he  had 
recognised  Mr.  Lloyd  as  the  person  upon  whose  order 
the  money  was  to  be  paid.     On  the  29th  of  August  1831 

he 

(a)  1  Bot.  4"  PvU,  447.  (d)  LU  Sf  Q.  333. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

he  took  from  James  Battel  a  receipt,  stating  that  the 
noney  was  paid  by  virtue  of  an  order  made  by  Mr. 
Uoyd^  and  that  the  money  was  part  of  a  bond  debt 
originally  due  to  Rebecca  Roberts,  and  afterwards  by 
her  conveyed  to  David  Uogd  on  trust  for  uses.  On 
the 28th  o{ March  1832  he  paid  the  sum  of  66/.  I3s.  4(/. 
on  a  like  receipt,  stating  an  order  of  Mr.  Lloyd,  and 
that  the  money  was  due  on  bond  to  Rebecca  Roberts, 
and  assigned  by  her  to  David  Lloyd,  on  trust  for  certain 
uses ;  and  in  July  1832  he  paid  the  further  sum  of  100/. 
on  the  order  of  Mr.  Lloyd,  which  has  been  proved. 


I  do  not  think  that  Lord  Mostyn  is  answerable  for 
any  of  these  sums :  he  had  the  authority  of  Mr.  Lloyd 
for  paying  them,  and  was,  I  think,  justified  in  making 
^the  payments. 

But  with  respect  to  the  200/.  paid  after  the  death  of 
Mrs. Roberts,  he  had  no  authority  whatever;  he  paid 
the  money  on  the  receipt  of  Jane  and  James  Batten, 
and  on  delivery  up  of  the  bond ;  but  he  knew  that  the 
right  to  the  money  due  on  thel>ond  had  been  transferred 
to  Mr.  Hoyd,  on  trust  for  certain  uses ;  and  I  think  that 
he  might,  and  if  he  had  been  duly  cautious  would,  have 
refused  payment  without  the  authority  of  Mr.  Lloyd ; 
and  that  if  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  compel  pay- 
ment at  law,  this  Court  would  have  protected  him ;  and, 
under  these  circumstances,  I  think  that  for  the  200/.  and 
the  interest  of  it,  he  is  answerable  to  Mr.  LAoyd  and  the 
persons  for  whom  Mr.  LAoyd  is  trustee. 


It  is  argued  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  any 
^lief,  because  the  gift  or  declaration  of  trust  in  favour 
>f  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  Rebecca  Roberts 
^as  never  complete ;  and  it  was  particularly  relied  upon 
hat  the  bond  and  deed  poll  remained  in  the  possession 
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of  Mrs.  Roberts  up  to  the  time  of  her  death :  upon  this 
subject,  however,  there  is  no  evidence.  Jane  Batten 
was  appointed  the  executrix  of  Mrs.  Robertas  will,  and 
her  husband,  James  Batten,  had  on  several  occasions 
acted  as  agent  of  Mr.  Lloyd  as  to  the  bond.  After  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Roberts,  the  bond  was  in  the  possession  of 
James  Batten  ;  when  he  obtained  it,  or  whether  as  the 
agent  of  Mr.  IXoyd,  does  not  appear  by  direct  evidence; 
but  all  the  circumstances  concur  in  shewing  Lloyd  ac- 
cepted the  assignment  of  the  bond  and  undertook  the 
trusts  upon  which  the  assignment  was  made :  the  bond 
ought  to  have  been  in  his  possession ;  and  it  cannot  be 
presumed  that  he  acted  as  he  did,  without  having  it,  as 
he  certainly  had  a  right  to  have  it,  in  his  power  ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Roberts  did  every  thing  incum- 
bent on  her  to  make  the  trust  complete  and  valid,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it. 


I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  have  the  466/.  135.  4rf.  paid  into  Court  by  Mr.  LMyd 
and  the  200/.  paid  by  Lord  Mostyn,  and  that  she  and 
her  sister  are  entitled  to  have  the  interest  paid  accord- 
ing to  the  trusts  of  the  deed  poll,  and,  although  a 
pauper,  entitled  to  costs. 
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CULLINGWORTH  v.  LOYD.  ^^^'  J^,  is, 

16,  17. 
1840. 

e  year  1830  the  Plaintiff  and  Charles  Addy  were     March  1:1. 
tners  in  the  business  of  calico-printers  at  Maip-  Upon  a  com- 
and  they  had  an  account  with  Messrs.  Loyd  as  t^^ecnadebtor 

inkers.     The  Plaintiff  was  separately  entitled  to  and  liis  cre- 
1  11    ,    1      ,»r       ^.r  1-1     ditors,  acre- 

n  real  estate,  called  the  West  Moor  estate,  which  jitor  cannot 

jate  in  the  county  oi  Durham,  and  in  June  1830  ostensibly  ac 

•^  '  ^  cept  a  com- 

intiff  deposited  with  Messrs.  L^cf  the  title  deeds  position,  and 
estate,  as  a  security  for  the  balance  which  might  ®*^"^.^  ^^^ 

to  them  from  the  firm  of  Addy  and  Ctdlingxcorth.  presses  his 

acceptance  of 
the  terms,  and 

ards  the  end  of  the  year  1830,  the  Plaintiff  and  at  the  same 

being   considerably  indebted  and  embarrassed,  f^r  or  secure 

ined  to  wind  up  their  affairs,  and  on  the  31st  of  ^^  himself  a 

'  peculiar  and 

ier   1830    they   executed   a   power   of  attorney,  separate  ad- 
»y  they  empowered  Edmund  Giundy  to  act  for  j^g^n^t^g J^'^^ 
a  that  respect,  and  enabled  him  to  pay  the  debts  pressed  upon 
concern  by  an  equal  pound  rate,  without  pre-      ^  creditor 

ference  holding  a  sc- 
curity  for  his 
y  stipulate  to  ha?e  the  benefit  of  it,  in  addition  to  the  amount  of  the  com- 
ofiered  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditors;  but  he  must  either  hold  himself  en- 
oof  from  the  other  creditors,  or  distinctly  communicate  with  them  on  the 
if  be  at  all  acts  in  common  with  them. 

3tor  entered  into  a  negotiation  for  a  compromise  with  his  creditors,  but 
id  not  appear  to  have  been  any  general  meeting  of  them,  or  any  agree- 
itered  into  by  them  generally;  one  of  the  creditors  stipulated  that  be  should 
e  benefit  of  a  mortgage  security  which  he  held,  in  addition  to  the  amount 
•osition.  He  accepted  the  composition,  but  did  not  then  execute  the  com- 
'  deed ;  he  afterwards  realised  his  mortgage  security,  and  then  executed  the 
ition  deed,  by  which  he  purported  to  release  his  debtor  altogether,  without 
srvation  of  the  mortgage  security;  another  creditor  subsequently  executed 
position  deed.  The  agreement  was  not  communicated  to  the  other  creditors, 
re  was  no  fraudulent  concealment :  Held,  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  that 
ditor  was  not  entitled  to  retain  his  mortgage  security  in  addition  to  the 
of  the  composition. 

lintiff partially  succeeded,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  costs;  but  he  failed  in 
bing  unfounded  charges  of  fraud,  for  the  costs  of  which  the  Court  considered 
i)le.    The  Court  made  u  decree,  without  costs  on  either  side. 
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1839.  ference  or  priority.  The  day  previous  to  the  execution 
of  this  power  of  attorney^  Edmund  Grundy  called  on 
Messrs.  Ix/ydj  who  were  the  principal  creditors,  and 
asked  the  advice  of  Mr.  Edward  Lqyd  as  to  an  intended 
composition,  and  the  Defendant  Mr.  Edward  Loj/i 
thereupon  stated  that  his  house  would  accept  a  dividend 
equal  with  the  other  creditors,  retaining,  however,  at 
the  same  time,  the  West  Moor  estate  as  a  security  fer 
the  balance  which  would  be  owing  after  the  dividend 
had  been  received.  To  this  Edmund  Grundy^  acting  for 
the  Plaintifi^  agreed ;  and  he  further  suggested,  that  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  security  more  eflectoaDy 
available,  it  would  be  better  to  convert  the  equitiUe 
into  a  legal  mortgage  with  a  power  of  sale ;  and  acconi- 
ingly,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the 
10th  and  llth  of  March  1831,  the  Plaintiff  mortgaged 
the  West  Moor  estate  to  Messrs.  Lqyd  and  Co.  for 
2024/.  155.  2c/.,  and  thereby  gave  them  a  power  of 
selling  the  mortgaged  property  in  case  of  de&nlt  being 
made  in  payment  of  principal  and  interest  on  the  10th 
oi  September  1831. 

What  was  done  by  Grundy  in  the  mean  time  for 
winding  up  the  partnership  business  or  promoting  the 
composition,  no  further  appeared  in  the  cause  than  this, 
that  he  caused  a  deed  of  release  to  be  prepared  fcr 
execution  by  the  creditors. 

This  deed,  which  was  dated  the  21st  of  October  1831, 
recited  that  Addy  and  Cullingworthj  being  unable  wholly 
to  discharge  their  debts,  had  proposed  to  .pay  their 
creditors  a  composition  of  10&  in  the  pound,  which  the 
creditors  had  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  of  their 
several  debts.  Apd  it  purported  to  witness,  that  each 
creditor  executing  the  deed  released  Addy  and  Gdling' 
worth  from  the  debt  awing  by  tfiem  to  him,  and  all  interest 

due 
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ue  thereoD)  and  alsojrom  all  securities  given  by  Adify        18S9. 

nd  CuUingwortAf  or  either  of  thentj  for  securing  pay- 

lent  of  such  debt ;  provided  that  any  creditor  might 

e  at  liberty  to  execute  the  deed  without  prejudice  to 

ny  other  lien  or  security  which  he  might  have  for  the 

ebt  against  any  other  person* 

In  the  months  of  September  and  October  ISSl,  ad- 
srtisements  were  published,  giving  notice  to  the  credi- 
»rs  that  they  might  receive  a  dividend  of  lOi.  in  the 
ound  on  their  debts  on  executing  the  release, 'and 
rreral  creditors  executed  the  deed;  but  it  did  not 
ppear  that  there  was  any  general  meeting  of  the  credi* 
NTS,  or  any  agreement  entered  into  by  the  creditors 
eneraliy. 

Sometime  after  the  publication  of  the  advertisements, 
nd  on  the  13th  December  1831,  Mr.  Edward  Loyd  re- 
eivedfrom  Edmund  Grundy  the  sum  of  1012/.  75.  Id,^ 
leing  the  amount  of  the  composition  of  105.  in  the 
lound  on  the  whole  debt  due  to  the  Defendants.  At 
be  time  when  the  payment  was  made  the  deed  was 
lot  executed,  and  it  was  agreed  between  Edward  Loyd 
nd  Grundy  who  represented  the  Plaintiff,  that  the 
defendants  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  security  for 
he  recovery  of  so  much  as  they  could  of  the  remaining 
noiety  of  the  debt. 

The  dividend  was  received  in  December  1881,  and 
oon  afterwards  Mr.  Edward  Loyd  proceeded  under  the 
lower  to  sell  the  estate.  An  agreement  to  sell  for  800/. 
ras  entered  into  with  Lord  H&mden  on  the  1st  of 
February  1832,  and  was  made  under  circumstances 
rhich  gave  rise  to  another  question  in  this  case.  The 
lorchase,  however,  was  completed,  and  the  purchase- 
noney  received  by  the  Defendants  on  the  1st  of  May 

1832, 
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18S9.        18S2,  and  it  was  applied  in  reduction  of  the  debt  whichC^ixSi 
remained  due  to  the  Defendants  after  they  had 
the  composition ;   and  on  the  29th  of  June  foUowinj 
Mr.  Loyd  executed  the  deed.     All  the  other  creditors.^ 
with  the  exception  of  one  who  executed  afterwards,  haci:^. 
previously  executed  the  composition  deed. 

It  did  not  appear  that  the  arrangement  entered  intc^.^  flU 
between  the  Plaintiff,  by  Mr.  Grundy^  and. Messrs.  Loyt^^^^ffi 
was  communicated  to  the  other  creditors. 


This  bill  was  filed  in  June  1832,  to  set  aside  th 
mortgage  of  1831,  and  insisted  that  by  the  execution 
the  composition  deed  the  Defendants,  Messrs. 
had  given  up  their  security  upon  the  West  Afoor  estate  ^^; 
and  by  amendments  made  in  1836  and  1837,  person n^  ■'! 
fraud  was  charged  against  the  Defendants,  and  th^  ^e 
sale  to  Lord  Howden  was  sought  to  be  set  aside.  AK  'I 
relief  against  his  Lordship  was  however  abandoned  a^^=it 
the  hearing. 

Several  creditors  were  examined,  who  proved,  th 
they  believed  when  they  executed  that  all  the  creditor 
had  agreed  to  accept  the  composition ;  and  some  sta 
that  they  would  not  have  accepted  the  composition  w^  " 
they  had  known  that  Messrs.  Loyd  were  to  retain  the!:-  ^^ 
securities  in  addition. 

Mr.  Pemberton^   Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  K.  Parker^      **' 
for  the  Plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  legal  mortgage  o^  ^ 
March  1831   had  been  improperly  obtained.     That  b 
the  established  rule  of  law,  the  Defendants,  Messrs. 
Loydj  being  parties  to  the  composition  deed,  could  not 
retain  any  advantage  over  the  other  creditors  not  ex- 
pressed   in    the   deed,    or  distinctly   and  clearly  com- 
municated to  the  body  of  creditors ;  and  that  by  the 

course 
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course  of  dealing  in  this  case  they  had  given  up  their 
claim  upon  the  mortgaged  estate ;  that  the  sale  to  Lord 
H&aoden  was  improvident  and  at  an  under  value,  and 
viras  made  under  such  circumstances  as  to  render  the 
Defendants  liable  for  the  whole  value. 
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Mr.  G.  Richardsj  Mr.  S.  Sharpe  and  Mr.  Mylne^  for 
Messrs.  Loydj  contended  that  there  was  no  general 
agreement  between  the  debtors  and  the  creditors  in  this 
case,  but  a  separate  arrangement  with  each ;  that  the 
Defendants  had  always  expressly  and  openly  reserved 
their  rights  in  respect  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  there 
had  been  no  fraud  or  intention  to  conceal  the  terms  of 
the  arrangement.  That  the  deed  had  not  been  ex* 
ecuted  until  the  security  had  been  realised;  and  that 
the  other  creditors,  except  one,  having  executed  the 
deed  previously  to  Mr.  Layd^  could  not  have  been 
misled  by  it. 

They  argued  also,  that  the  sale  had  been  proper,  and 
for  the  full  value  at  the  time. 

The  cases  cited. in  the  argument  will  be  found  amongst 
those  in  note,  page  395. 

■ 


The  Master  g/*the  Rolls. 

The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  have  it  declared,  that  a 
mortgage  executed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants, 
Messrs.  Loyd  and  Co.,  was  not  properly  obtained, 
and  to  have  the  mortgaged  estate  reconveyed,  or  the 
value  thereof  paid  by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  30th  o{  December  1830,  when  the  first  trans- 
action between  Grundy  and  Mr.  E.  Loyd  took  place, 
Mr.  Lqyd  was  entitled  to  insist  on  the  benefit  of  his 

security. 


March  21. 
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1840.  security,  and  of  all  the  other  means  which  the  law 
allowed  him  for  recovering  his  debt ;  and  with  refer- 
ence to  the  contemplated  composition  with  all  the  cr&- 
ditors,  he  had  a  right  to  say  as  he  did,  —  that  he  would 
not  come  into  the  agreement  or  arrangement  for  the 
composition  unless  he  were  allowed  to  mkke  his  securitj 
available  for  the  residue  of  his  debt ;  but  thb  was  a  right 
which,  considering  the  way  in  which  the  interests  or  the 
intention  of  other  creditors  might  be  afiected  by  it,  Mr. 
Ijoyd  could  not  act  upon  without  either  holding  him- 
self entirely  aloof  from  the  other  creditors,  or  dirtinctfy 
communicating  with  them  on  the  subject  if  he  acted  in 
common  with  them  at  all.  I  think  also  that  at  the 
time  to  which  I  am  referring,  Mr.  Loyd  had  a  right  to 
say  that  he  would  not  accept  the  dividend  unless  upoa 
the  terms  of  having  his  security  converted  into  a  ^gal 
mortgage,  with  a  power  of  sale ;  and  upon  a  constder- 
ation  of  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legal 
mortgage,  which  was  not  executed  till  after  the  lapse  of 
more  than  two  months  from  the  suggestion  of  Edmmd 
Grundy^  was  not  improperly  obtained.  Whether  the 
Defendants  were,  under  the  circumstances  which  after- 
wards occurred,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage, 
is  the  next  question  to  be  considered. 

The  composition  was  contemplated  and  the  power  of 
attorney  to  Grundy  was  given  in  December  1830,  the 
mortgage  to  the  Messrs.  Loyd  was  executed  in  MarA 
1831,  and  the  power  of  sale  attached  in  the  following 
month  of  September. 

It  must  be  observed  that  Edmund  Grundy  was  wind- 
ing up  the  business  under  a  power  of  attorney,  which' 
enabled  him  to  pay  the  debts  by  an  equal  pound  rate; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  general  meet- 
ing of  the  creditors,  or  any  agreement  entered  into  by 

the 


i  deed  not  being  executed  by  Edward  Lot/d^  there 
p  to  tliis  time  nothing  in  common  between  him 
lie  other  creditors :  so  far  from  agreeing  to  the 

expressed  in  the  deed,  one  of  which  was,  that 
ties  given  by  Addy  and  CuUingworth^  or  either  of 
should  be  given  up,  he  had  expressly  refused  to 

and  that  for  the  expressed  and  avowed  purpose 
lining  his  right  to  make  the  security  available  for 
tch  of  the  debt  as  was  not  discharged  by  the  com- 
m.  He  appears  to  have  understood  that  the  stipu- 
which  he  made  for  himself  and  his  partners  was 
made  known  to  all  the  creditors,  but  he  did  not 
If  take  any  means  to  make  it  known. 

On 

(a)  4  Edit,  378. 
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editors  generally.  The  advertisements,  however,  1840. 
I  proposition  to  the  creditors  at  large  to  pay  them 
omposition  on  certain  terms ;  and  although  every 
or  was  at  liberty  to  refuse  the  composition,  it  is 
tsbed  by  a  series  of  decisions,  that  a  creditor  cannot 
ibly  accept  such  composition  and  sign  the  deed 
expresses  his  acceptance  of  the  terms,  and  at  the 
time  stipulate  for  or  secure  to  himself  a  peculiar 

• 

eparate  advantage  which  is  not  expressed  upon 
ied ;  and  in  the  case  of  Leicester  v.  B&se  (a),  it  b 

by  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc^  that  in  the  consider- 
of  cases  of  this  nature,  it  is  not  material  whether 
;reement  be  entered  into  at  a  meeting  of  all  the 
>rs  assembled  for  the  purpose,  or  impliedly  by 
iffixing  their  signatures  to  the  same  deed  carried 
or  produced  to  each  separately,  and  signed  by 

those  who,  by  executing  the  deed,  hold  out  that 
ome  in  under  the  general  agreement,  are  not  per- 
I  to  stipulate  for  a  further  partial  benefit  to  them- 
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On  the  29th  of  June   18S2  Mr.  E.  Ixyd  execute^^-led 
the  deed,  and  thereby,  for  the  first  time,  brought  hi 
self  into  community  with  the  other  creditors  who  h 

executed  or  might  afterwards  execute  it.     He  had,  i 
fact,  received  the  same  dividend  as  the  other  creditori 
and  had  besides  availed  himself  of  the  security  given  d 
him  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  although  he  seems  to  ha 
considered,    that  as   he   had  realised   the  security 


.10 

irsj 

to 

ive 

he 


8 

r 
e 


e 
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might  safely  release  the  Plaintiff  and  retain  his  advairx' -ou- 
tage (as  indeed  I  conceive   he  might  have  done  by 
proper  method  of  proceeding),  yet  the  question  remains 
whether  after  execution  of  the  deed  any  other 
could  have  understood,  that  between  the  time  when 
received  the  dividend  and  the  time  when  he  execute 
the  deed  he  had  realised  the  securities  which  the 
purported  to  release.     It  was,  indeed,  argued,  that  t! 
securities  mentioned  in   the  deed  were  only  mercanti 
securities,  but  it  is  evident  that  Mr.  E.  Layd  himse    — ^'f 
did  not  so  construe  the  deed  ;  and  considering  that  n        ^ 

explanation  of  Mr.  JB.  Loyd^s  signature  was  endorse- ^ 

on  the  deed,  —  that  no  notice  was  given  upon  the  dee— ^ 
that  Mr.  Loyd  had  received  both  the  composition  an  - 
the  produce  of  the  security,  it  appears  to  me  that  th 
same  principles  of  public  policy  which  have  govern 
other  cases  of  this  kind  will  deprive  Mr.  Loyd  of  h 
right  to  retain  the  advantage  which  his  execution  of  tb 
deed  purported  his  intention  to  release ;  and  in  this 
spect,  though  not  for  all  purposes,  I  think  that  his  ex 
cution  of  the  deed  must,  in  equity,  have  the  same  effec^^::^' 
as  if  he  had  executed  the  deed  on  the  same  day  o 
which  he  received  the  dividend. 


n 


There  is  besides  evidence,  which,  though   not  ver 
distinct,   may  be  relied  on,  to  shew  that  there  was  a 
least  one  creditor  who  watched  the  conduct  of  Messrs^ 
Loyd^  the  largest  creditors,  and  refused  to  sign  until 

the 
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the  Messrs. Lqi/d  bad  done  so;  and  although  Mr.  E.  1840. 
Lot/d  appears  to  have  stated  at  the  time,  to  the  person 
who  asked  him  to  sign,  that  having  realised  his  secu- 
rities he  would  sign  (and  this  shews  there  could  be  no 
intention  to  mislead),  yet  the  fact  of  his  intention  to 
avail  himself  of  his  securities  was  not  so  stated  as  to 
guard  other  creditors  from  being  misled  ;  and  under  all 
the  circumstlances,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  having  received 
the  dividend  and  executed  the  deed,  Messrs.  Loyd  had 
no  right  to  retain  the  benefit  of  the  money  which  arose 
from  the  security. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  Messrs.  Loyd  ought 
to  be  charged  with  more  money,  as  the  value  of  the 
estate,  than  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  which 
they  received  from  Lord  Howden,  The  Plaintiff  has 
by  bis  bill  charged  fraud  against  the  Defendants 
Messrs.  Loyd^  and  against  Lord  Hamden^  and  has 
prayed  for  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate ;  but  the  attempt 
to  recover  the  estate  from  diose  who  claim  under  Lord 
Hawden  has  been  abandoned,  and  the  claim  now  is,  that 
Messrs.  Loyd^  having  sold  the  estate  improperly,  and 
at  a  greatly  inadequate  value,  ought  to  be  charged  with 
the  real  value,  to  be  now  ascertained. 

[His  Lordship  having  gone  minu^ly  into  an  examin- 
ation of  the  evidence  on  this  point  came  to  the  following 
conclusion :  — ] 

Looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  and  even  consider- 
ing Mr.  Loyd  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff,  which  in 
one  sense  he  was,  I  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
conduct  of  Mr.  Lqyd  respecting  the  sale  of  which  the 
Plaintiff  has  a  just  right  to  complain.  Having  himself 
given  the  power  of  sale,  knowing  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  intended  to  be  exercised,  the  means  which  had 

Vol.  H.  D  d  been 
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1840.       been  taken  to  ascertain  the  value  and  the  amount  of  tlie 
^^^^'^"^'^     valuation,  and  having  attempted  to  avail  hin^self  of  the 
WORTH       opportunity,  which  was  afforded  him,  of  preventing  the 
jj'^^        sale  by  raising  money,  and  having  expressed  his  satis- 
faction at  the  promise  not  to  sell  for  less  than  SOOU 
and  having,  under  these  circumstances,  permitted  Mr. 
Loyd  to  sell,  I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  afterwards 
be  himself  permitted  to  say  that  the  sale  was  made  with- 
out his  authority. 

As  to  the  value,  there  are  estimates  of  great  amount 
produced  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  we  are  not  to 
consider  the  speculative  value  founded  on  estimates  of 
th^  quantity  of  coal  contained  in  the  land,  or  the  pos- 
sible improvement  in  consequence  of  a  nUIway  then  in 
contemplation,  but  the  value  of  the  land  to  be  sold  at 
the  time,  or  what  the  estate  would  probably  have  sold 
for  by  public  auction;  and  having  given  the  best 
attention  in  my  power  to  the  evidence,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  me  that  more  thiEin  the  800/.  paid  by  Lord 
Hawden  would  probably  have  been  obtained,  and  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  are  not  to  be 
charged  with  more  than  the  purchase  money  which  they 
received  from  Lord  Howden. 

Declare  that  the  Defendants  Messrs.  Layd^  having 
executed  the  deed  of  the  21st  of  October  1831,  and 
having  received  the  composition  or  sum  of  105.  in  the 
pound  upon  their  said  debt,  are  not  in  respect  of  the 
said  debt  or  sum  of  2024/.  155.  2d.  due  to  them  from 
Addj/  and  CuUingivorthj  entitled  to  retain  and  apply 
the  said  purchase  money  or  sum  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  estate  comprised  in  the  indentures  of  the 
10th  and  11th  days  of  Jfarc^  1831,  in  further  reduction 
of  the  said  debt ;  and  decree  the  Defendants  to  pay  to 
the  Plaintiff  the  clear  amount  of  such  purchase  money, 

and 
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and  interest  thereon  at  4  per  cent,  from  the  time  when        1840. 
the  same  was  received.  ^'^T*^^'^"^ 

CULLING- 
WORTH 

On  a  consideration  of  the  costs  of  this  suiti  and  j^^^ 
having  regard  to  the  many  unfounded  charges  of  fraud 
contained  in  the  bill,  which  make  the  Plaintiff  liable  to 
considerable  costs,  and  also  to  the  defence  which  has 
failed,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  Defendants  are  liable 
to  considerable  costs,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  justice 
of  the  case  will  be  best  answered  by  making  a  decree 
to  the  effect  I  have  stated,  without  giving  any  costs  to 
either  side. 


Note. — On  the  subject  of  agreementB  in  fraud  of  composition  deeds, 

between  a  debtor  and  his  creditors ;  see  Child  v.  Danbridge^  2  Vent. 

71.(1688);  Small  ▼.  Brackley,  S  Vem.  608.  (1707);  Middleton  v. 

Lord  Ontlow^  1  P.  Wmt,  678.  (1721);    Spurret  v.  S^fUler,  I  Atk, 

105.  (1740);  Lord  Chesterfield  ▼.  Jantten^  2  Ves.  sen.  156.  (1750); 

SmUA  y.  Bromley,  Doug,  670.  (1760);  Conttaniein  y.  Blache^  1  Cox, 

287.  (1786);  CockshoU  y.  Bennett,  2  T,  R.  763.  (1788);  JacJuon  y. 

JDifc^trtf,  S  7.i2.  551.  (1790); /odtfoii  y.Lomof,  4  r.  J{.  166.  (1791); 

Cecily. Piaiitow,  i  Anttr.  202.  (1793);  Holmery.  Viner,  1  Etp,  131. 

(1794);  Feise  y.  Randall,  6  T,  R.  146.(1795);  Builer  v.  Rhodet, 

Peake's  N.P.C,238,(n9S);  Eastabrook y.  Scott,  3  Ves.  4S6.  (1797); 

Fawcett  y.  Gee,  3  Anttr,  910.  (1797);  Stock  y.  Mawton,  I  B.  ^  P. 

286.  (1798);  Mawton  y.  Stock,  6  Vet.  501.  (1801);  Leicester  y.  Rote, 

4  Eatt,  572.  (1805);  Jackman'y.  Mitchell,  13  Vet.  581.  (1807);  Ex 

parte  Sadler,  15  Vet.  52.  (1808);    Mackensde  y.  Mackenzie,  16  Vet. 

572.  (1809);  Ex  parte  Crowe,  Mont.  Bank,  app.  497.  (1810);  Wheel- 

Wright  y.  Jackton,  5  Taunton,  109.  (1815);  Payler  y,  Homertham^ 

A  M.i  S.  423.  (1815);  Thomat  y.  Courtnay,  1  B.^Ald.  1.(1817); 

Harrhy  y.  Wall,  1  B,  ^  Aid.  105.  (1817);  Wood  y.  Roberts,  2  Stark, 

417.  (1818);  Wellt  y.  Girling,  4  Moore,  78.  (1819);  Jackton  y. 

Daviton,  4B.^  Aid.  691 .  (1821 );  Greenwood  y.  Lidbetter,  12  Price^ 

183.  (1883);  Lewit  y.  Jones,  4  B.^C.  506.  (1825);  Knight  y.  Hunt, 

3  Moore  i  P*  18*>  &nd  5  i/tngf.  452.  (1829);  Britten  y.  Hughet, 

S Bing. 460., and 3  Afoore ^  P.  77. ( 1 829);  Coleman y.  fFdl/^r, 3  Y.St 

Jer.  218.  (1829);  TucA  y.  Tooke,  9  ^<ini.  4-  C  437.,  and  \2Moore^ 

ASS.  (1829);  Dw^  y.  Orr,  1  CL  ^  F.  255.,  and  5  J?/f.  620.  (1832); 

Xrtf  ▼.  Lockhart,  5  ifcfy.  4"  Cr.  302.  (1837). 
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WHITTLE  r.  HENNING. 


Executors 
paid  some  in- 
terest on  a 
legacy,  and 
about  nine 
years  after  the 
testator's 
death  passed 
their  accounts 
at  the  legacy 
duty  office, 
shewing  a  con- 
siderable re- 
sidue ;  Held, 
that  the 
legatee  was 
entitled  to  an 
immediate 
decree  for 
payment  of 
the  legacy, 
without  first 
taking  the 
accounts  of 
the  testator's 
estate. 


nPHE  testator  died  in  1815  having  bequeathed  a 
legacy  of  2000/.  to  his  daughter  Ann*  From  his 
death  some  payments  had  been  made  from  time  to  time 
by  the  executors  on  account  of  principal  and  interest  on 
the  legacy,  and  in  1824?  the  executors  passed  their  ac- 
counts at  the  Legacy  Duty  Office,  thereby  shewing  a 
surplus  of  7000/.  or  thereabouts,  after  payment  of  the 
debts  and  legacies,  and  they  paid  the  l^cy  du^ 
thereon. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  a  decree 
for  immediate  payment  of  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  the 
testator's  daughter. 

Mr.  Treslove  and  Mr.  Halfetif  contra,  contended  that 
no  order  for  payment  could  be  made  until  the  usual 
accounts  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  taken. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  this  a  sufficient  ad- 
mission of  assets  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  legacyi  so 
as  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff,  a  trustee,  to  whom  an  assign- 
ment thereof  had  been  made,  to  an  immediate  decree  for 
payment  of  the  legacy,  without  previously  takmg  an 
account  of  the  testator's  estate. 
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1840. 


WILSON  V.  MOUNT.  ^^''^^'  ««•  so. 

npHE  question  which  arose  on  this  petition  depended  Bequest  of  a 

on  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Thomas  Fletcher j  gacy  to  1.  for 

which  contained  the  following  clause :  —  "  Also  I  give  "^  with  re- 

unto  the  said  William  Mounts  John  March  and  Oliver  for  life,  with  ' 

CromweUi  the  further  sum  of  1000/.,  upon  trust  to  lay  remainder  to 

,  '      ^  ^  the  children 

out  and  mvest  the  same  m  their  names,  or  in  the  names  of  A,  living  at 

or  name  of  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  in  the  i^      '^^^^  ^^ 

'  tiw  survtcor  oj 

purchase  of  S  per  cent  consolidated  Bank  annuities,  A.  and  B.,  to 

and  to  pay  the  interest  thereof,  as  the  same  shall  from  twraTy-one, 

time  to  time  become  payable,  unto  my  nephew  Harry  with  benefit  of 

■mjr       ^  ...  .         -  ,     .        .  .  survivorship 

Mountj  or  permit  him  to  receive  the  same  during  his  in  case  of  the 

life;  and  from  and  immediately  after  his  decease,  upon  death  of  any 

•^  ^  such  children 

trust  to  pay  the  said  interest  unto  the  present  or  any  future  under  twenty- 
wife  of  the  said  Harry  Mounts  or  permit  her  to  receive  ^y^'^^J.  t^  x 
the  same  during  her  life;  and  from  and  immediately  if  all  tuck 
after  the  respective  deceases  of  the  said  Harry  Mount  and  under  twenty^ 

of  his  said  present  or  future  wife,  upon  trust  to  pay,  one,    A.  had 

J.  1   T  .  ,      1  . ,  ,  .  ,  two  children 

assign,  transfer  and  divide  the  said  1000/.,  or  the  stocks  only,  who  at- 

or  securities  wherein  the  same  shall  be  laid  out  and  taiped  twenty- 
one  and  died 

invested,  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  iui^.'slife- 

children  of  the  said  Harry  Mount  as  shall  be  living  at  the  c&in^f  "^ 

time  of  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Harry  Held,  that  the 

Mount  and  of  such  present  or*  future  *wife  equally,  share  ^^j^  effect. 
and  share  alike,  and  in  case  there  shall  be  only  one  such 
child,  then  the  whole  to  such  only  child  to  and  for  his 
or  her  own  use  and  benefit,  to  be  paid  and  transferred 
to  him,  her  or  them  respectively,  when  and  as  they  shall 
severally  attain  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years  ;  and  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  such  child  or  children  under 
his,  her  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,-  his, 
her  and  their  respective  part  and  parts  and  shares  shall 

Dd  S  go 
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go  and  be  paid  to  his,  her  and  their  respective  brothei^ 
and  sisters  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  at  bis,  her  or 
their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years.  And  I  direct 
that  the  annual  produce  of  the  part  and  share  of  each 
of  such  children  shall  be  in  the  mean  time  laid  out  and 
applied  in  his,  her  or  their  maintenance  and  educatioD, 
or  otherwise  for  his,  her  or  their  use  and  benefit  at  the 
discretion  of  my  said  trustees.  And  if  all  such  child  or 
children  shall  die  under  that  age,  then  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Harry  Mount  and  the  decease  of 
such  present  or  future  wife,  upon  trust  to  pay  and 
transfer  one  moiety  or  half  part  of  the  said  10002.  or  the 
stocks  or  securities  wherein  the  same  shall  be  invested 
and  placed  out  unto  my  said  nephew  William  Mountj  to 
and  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to  pay  the  interest 
of  the  other  moiety  or  half  part  thereof,  as  the  same 
shall  from  time  to  time  become  payable  unto  my  niecey 
Mrs.  Jane  Meyrick,  wife  of  John  Francis  Meyrickj  Eaq., 
during  her  life,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  and 
benefit ;  and  after  her  decease  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
children  of  the  said  Jane  Meyrick  in  like  manner,  in 
every  respect,  as  I  have  hereinafter  directed  with  respect 
to  the  sum  of  1000/.  next  hereinafter  given  and  be- 
queathed by  me  in  trust  for  her  and  her  children  or 
child."* 


The  testator  then  gave  to  trustees  the  further  sum  of 
1000/.,  upon  trust  to  invest  and  pay  the  dividends  to  h» 
niece,  Mrs.  Jane  Meyrick ,  for  her  separate  use  for  life; 
and  he  proceeded  as  follows :-—  ^  And  from  and  after  her 
decease,  I  give  the  said  1000/.  or  the  stocks  or  securities 
wherein  the  same  shall  be  invested,  and  also  the  moie^ 
of  the  said  1000/.  hereinbefore  last  mentioned,  in  case 
the  same  shall  in  the  event  hereinbefore  mentioned 
become  payable  or  transferable,  and  the  interest  thereof 
respectively  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  her  children^ 

to 
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to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them,  if  more  than  one, 
share  and  share  alike,  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then  to 
such  only  child,  to  be  paid  and  transferred  to  him,  her 
or  them  respectively  vohen  and  as  they  shall  severally 
attain  their  ages  of  twenty'Ofie  yearSf  in  case  the  said 
Jane  Meyrick  shall  be  then  dead,  and  if  not,  then  upon 
her  decease;  and  I  direct  that  the  interest  of  the  part 
or  share  of  each  such  child  or  children  shall  from  time 
to  time,  as  the  same  shall  in  the  discretion  of  my  said 
trustees  amount  to  a  competent  sum,  be  laid  out  and 
invested  in  the  like  securities  to  accumulate  and  be  paid 
or  transferred  to  him,  her  or  them,  at  his,  her  and  their 
said  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  such  child  or  children  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  his,  her  and  their  respective  parts 
and  shares  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  his,  her  and  their 
respective  brothers  and  sisters  equally,  share  and  share 
alike;  and  if  all  such  children  shall  die  under  that  age^ 
then  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Jane  Mey- 
rickj  I  give  the  said  1000/.,  or  the  stocks  or  securities 
wherein  the  same  and  the  interest  thereof  shall  be 
invested,  and  also  the  said  moiety  or  half-part  of  the 
said  1000/.  before  given  to  the  said  Mrs.  Jane  Meyrick 
and  her  child  or  children  upon  the  event  of  the  death  of 
the  said  Harry  Mount  and  his  wife  and  children  as  here- 
inbefore is  mentioned,  unto  my  said  nephew  William 
Mount  and  my  said  nephew  Harry  Mount,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them." 


1840. 


Harry  Mount  had  two  children  only,  viz.  Frances, 
who  attained  twenty-one  in  181 1,  and  died  in  1834 ;  and 
Charlotte,  who  attained  twenty-one  in  1822,  and  died  in 
1826.     They  both  left  issue. 


Harry  Mount  survived  his  wife,  and  died  a  widower 
in  July,  1838;  and  the  question  was  who,  under  these 

D  d  ^  circumstances. 
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circumstances,  was  now  entitled  to  the  first-mentioned 
1000/. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  petition- 
ers, the  residuary  legatees,  contended,  that  as  the  event 
had  not  happened  on  which  the  gift  over  was  to  take 
effect,  viz.  as  all  the  children  did  not  die  under  twenty- 
one,  the  gift  over  failed ;  and  that  the  fund  was  now  un- 
disposed of  and  belonged  to  the  residuary  legatees. 
I^'hey  cited  Doe  v.  Brabant  (a),  CaUhofj)e  v.  Gough  (h\ 
Doe  v.  Siipphard.  (c) 

Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  parties  representing  the  daugh- 
ters, contended  that  under  the  general  intention  of  the 
testator  they  were  entitled.  He  cited  Hope  v.  Lard 
Clifden  (d),  Mocatta  v.  Lindo.  {e) 

Mr.  George  Turner  and  Mr.  Barlow,  for  the  repre- 
sentatives of  William  Mount  and  Thomas  Meyrick,  the 
parties  entitled  under  the  gift  over,  contended  that  the 
gift  over  was  intended  to  take  effect  on  failure  of  the  pre- 
vious gift  to  the  children  of  Harry  Mount*  That  this 
case  was  like  Mackinnon  v.  Sewell  (g),  which  was  a  gift 
to  Caroline  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  daughter 
Lydia  for  life,  if  she  should  survive  Caroline  and  live  to 
attain  twenty-one,  and  if  not,  then  to  such  other 
children  of  Caroline  as  should  be  living  at  their  mother's 
decease  and  should  attaui  twenty-one ;  and  if  all  such 
other  children  should  die  under  twenty-one,  then  over. 
Caroline  survived  all  her  children,  but  one  had  attained 
twenty-one;    it   was   held,    nevertheless,    by  the  Vice 

Chancellor, 


(a)  5  Bro,  C.  C.  393.,  and 
4  Term  R,  706. 

(A)  3  Bro,  C,  C,  395.  n.,  and 
4  Term  R.  707.  n. 

(c)  1  Doug.  75. 


(rf)  6  yes.  498. 
(e)  9  Simons,  56. 
(^)  5  Sim.  78.,  and  2  Myi.  ^ 
K.  202. 
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Chancellor,  and  afterwards  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on 
ippeal,  that  the  gift  over  took  effect. 

That  if  there  had  been  no  child,  the  gift  over  would 
iiave  taken  effect,  Alton  v.  Brooks  (a) ;  they  also  cited 
Gawer  v.  Grosvenor  (i),  Laroche  v.  Davis  (c),  Taianey  v. 
Ward,  {d) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  decide  this  case  without  first  looking  into  the 
:ase  of  Mackinnon  v.  Sewell.  There  now  exists  a  state  of 
hings  which  was  not  contemplated  by  the  testator  when 
16  made  his  will,  for  otherwise  he  would,  in  all  proba- 
bility, have  provided  for  the  children  of  the  children, 
md  would  have  used  proper  words  for  that  purpose. 
Ele  has  given  a  fund,  in  trust  to  pay  the  interest  to  Harry 
Mount  for  life,  and  then  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after 
he  death  of  the  survivor  to  transfer  the  1000/.  amongst 
ill  and  every  such  children  as  should  be  living  at  the 
ime  of  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  Harry  Mount 
md  his  wife.  This  confines  the  gift  to  such  children  as 
ihoqld  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor;  for  in  case 
>f  the  death  of  any  such  child  under  twenty-one,  his 
>hare  is  to  be  paid  to  his  brothers  and  sisters;  Mr. 
Wchards^s  clients  are  therefore  excluded;  and  the  ques- 
tion which  remains  is,  whether  the  gift  over  in  the  event 
of  all  such  children  dying  under  twenty-one  takes  effect, 
all  the  children  having,  in  fact,  attained  twenty-one,  but 
having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  their  father.  Are  the  words 
to  be  taken  according  to  their  strict  meaning  or  not  ? 


The  Mast£R  of  the  Rolls. 

Since  the  petition  was  heard,  I  have  taken  an  oppor- 
tunity of  reading  the  case  of  Mackinnon  v.  Sewell  (^), 

and 

(fl)  7  Sim.  204.  (d)  1  Beavan,  563. 

(6)  5  Mad.  3.37.  (e)  2  Myl.  ^  K.  202. 

(c)  3  Y.Sf  Col.  612.  n. 
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and  it  appears  that  the  words  of  the  will  in  that  case 
are  of  the  same  meaning  and  import  as  the  words  of 
the  will  in  this  case ;  it  was,  indeed,  admitted  that  the 
literal  meaning  of  the  words  is  the  same  in  both  cases, 
and  the  only  difference  suggested  was,  that  in  this  case 
the  gift  is  of  a  pecuniary  legacy,  whilst  in  Mackin- 
non  V.  Seivell  the  gift  was  of  a  residuary  estate ;  but  I  do 
not  find  that  the  judgment  in  Macktnnon  v.  Stwdl  was 
in  any  degree  founded  on  the  circumstance  that  the  gift 
was  residuary,  and  I  cannot  think  that  a  different  effect 
and  operation  ought  to  be  given  to  words  so  similar, 
merely  on  the  ground  that  the  gift  is  not  residuary. 


I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  case  of  Mackitmon 
V.  Sewell  governs  the  present,  and  that  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  will,  in  the  events  which  have  h^ 
pened,  the  gift  over,  as  to  one  moiety  in  favour  of 
William  Mount,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  in  favour  of 
^ane  Meyrick  and  her  children,  takes  effect^  and  conse- 
quently that  the  prayer  of  this  petition  cannot  be  granted. 


EXTRACT   OF   ORDER. 


Pay  the  costs,  and  let  one  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  fund  be 
transferred  to  the  legal  personal  representative  of  fVUliam  Mowt^ 
and  the  other  moiety  to  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  Tkomat 
Meyrick, 
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WIGGINS  V.  PEPPIN.  ^  ^837. 

Dec.  19.22. 


1839. 


A    BILL  had  been  filed  to  which  a  trustee  had  been      June  24. 

made  a  Defendant;  he  died  before  answering  the      .  .  "^ 

bill,  and  a  common  bill  of  revivor  was  thereupon  filed  several  answer 

against  his  executors,  William  Clarke  and  Lydia  SpriggSf  ^^^  ^^^  \^^ 
.  or  A     00      persons,  by  a 

in  which  no  accounts  were   prayed.     William  Clarke  solicitor  hav- 

alone,  without  any  authority  firom  Lydia  Spriggs,  gave  ^^^^^^^^^^ 

directions  to  Messrs.  Z).  and  A.^  solicitors,  to  do  what  ^H  not  be 

r     ^i_  ^        •     ^1         •.  ordered  to  be 

was  necessary  for  the  executors  in  the  suit.  xxken  off  the 

file  on  the 
application  of 

Some  time  afterwards  Lydia  Spri^ss   and    William  one  party  in 

the  absence  of 
Clarke  gave  a  retainer  in  writing  to  another  solicitor,  the  other. 

Mr.  F.,  but  Messrs.  D.  and  A.^  acting  under  the  pre-    J^^  retainer 

.  ,    ,  r      of  a  solicitor 

Tious  authority,  proceeded  to  enter  an  appearance  for  need  not  be 

WiUiam  Clarke  and  Lydia  Spriggs,  and  filed  their  joint  j? h'^'^^f^^S^ 

and  separate  answer,  without  oath  or  signature.  taking  that 

{Precaution, 
and  his  re- 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  Lydia  Spriggs  tainer  being 

^^     afterwards 
alone,  to  take  ofi*  the  file  a  parchment  writing  purport-  questioned, 

ing  to  be  the  joint  and  several  answer  of  William  Clarke  ^f^^  "  "°" 
^®  •^  ^  thing  but  as- 

and  Lofdia  Spriggs.  sertion  against 

assertion,  he 

must  bear  the 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  L.  RusseUj  in  support  of  costs  of  the 

.  .  risk  he  thus 

the  motion.  undertakes. 

A  motion 
for  the  tax- 
Mr.  BetheUy  corUrh.  ation  of  a  so- 
licitor's bill, 
.  with  special 

The  directions' to 
disallow  the 
costs  of  certain  proceedings  alleged  to  have  been  improperly  taken  by  the  solicitor, 
or  with  a  qualification  that  the  taxation  was  to  be  ot  the  costs  of  such  proceedings 
only  as  had  been  properly  incurred,  refused,  as  such  objections  may  be  taken  aa« 
vantage  of  under  the  common  order  for  a  taxation. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  reference  to  William  Clarke^  who  has  answered 
jointly  with  Lydia  Spriggs,  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
the  terms  of  the  order  proper  to  be  made. 

I  am^  however,  of  opinion  that  a  solicitor  has  not, 
without  authority,  a  right  to  enter  an  appearance  or  put 
in  an  answer  for  an  individual. 


The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  really  extremdy 
simple :  [his  Lordship  stated  the  above  circumstances]. 

A  considerable  time  after  William  Clarke  had  given 
the  directions  to  Messrs.  D.  and  A^  Lydia  Spriggs  and 
William  Clarke  gave  a  retainer  in  writing  to  Mr.  V., 
another  solicitor,  to  attend  to  their  interests  in  this 
cause;  but  notwithstanding  this  retainer  in  writing  given 
to  another  solicitor,  Messrs.  D.  and  A.,  acting  on  the 
supposed  authority  which  they  had  received  from  fFZC- 
liam  Clarke^  the  brother,  proceeded  to  enter  an  ap- 
pearance, not  for  him  only,  but  for  Lydia  Spriggs^  from 
whom  they  had  no  direct  authority,  and  as  to  the  sup- 
posed authority  from  whom,  they  solely  trusted  to  WH" 
Ham  Clarke,  They  not  only  entered  an  appearance  for 
her,  but  they  took  on  themselves  to  file  a  joint  and 
several  answer  for  her  and  William  Clarke. 

I  believe  it  has  been  decided  more  than  once,  that  it 
is  not  necessary  that  an  authority  given  to  a  solicitor 
should  be  in  writing  (a) ;  further,  it  has  been  said  — 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  solicitor  to  take  care  that 
he  has  sufficient  evidence  of  the  authority ;  and  if  he 
neglects  the  precaution  of  obtaining  it  in  writing,  and 
his  authority  is  afterwards  challenged,  he  will,  for  want 

of 

{a)  Lord  v.  Kellett,  2  Myl.  ^  K.\, 
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of  written  evidence,  be  treated  as  if  he  had  no  authority        18S9. 

at  all ;  I  think  the  ca^es  stq  to  that  lencrth*  TtT"^^^^^ 

'  OB  Wiggins 

V. 

Then  how  is  it  in  this  case?  The  solicitors  have  no  P*'"*'. 
authority  whatever,  they  never  had  any  communication 
with  this  lady,  and  they  have  trusted  wholly  to  her  bro- 
ther. She  denies  that  she  ever  gave  any  such  authority, 
and  has  given  a  retainer  in  writing  to  another  solicitor ; 
Messrs.  D.  and  A.^  in  consequence  of  not  using  proper 
precaution,  have  filed  an  answer  and  have  incurred 
expenses  without  any  authority  from  her. 

Then  comes  the  question,  whether  a  solicitor  has  a 
right,  without  any  authority  from  or  communication  with 
the  party,  to  appear  for  him  in  the  cause,  to  take  upon 
himself  to  say  that  an  answer  without  oath  or  signature 
znay  be  safely  put  in,  and  accordingly  to  put  in  such 
answer.  It  would,  I  think,  be  very  improper  to  afford 
any  countenance  to  such  a  proceeding. 

I  have  no  doubt  on  the  merits  of  this  case,  but  I 
shall  consider  the  terms  of  the  order,  so  far  as  respects 
the  interest  of  William  Clarke.  I  desire,  for  my  own 
satisfaction,  to  look  into  the  authorities  that  bear  on  this 
subject. 


The  Master  of  the  Roli^.  isjt. 

Bee,  S2. 

I  have  looked  at  the  authorities,  and  they  entirely 
bear  out  the  opinion  I  expressed  die  other  day,  that  if 
an  authority  be  not  given  in  writing,  and  the  authority 
is  denied,  and  there  is  nothing  but  assertion  against 
assertion,  the  solicitor  must  bear  the  costs  of  the  risk 
he  thus  undertakes  {a) ;  at  the  same  time  there  may  be 

subsequent 
(a)  See  fVrighi  v.  CasOe,  3  Mer.  12. 


Peppin. 
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1839.        subsequent  conduct,  from  which  an  acquiescence  may 
^;jjp>^'"^^     be  inferred,  and  that  will  make  a  difference.     There  is 
V,  nothing  of  that  description  here,  and  if  this  motion  had 

been  regularly  brought  on,  I  should  have  no  doubt  as  to 
the  order  to  be  made,  to  take  off  the  file  a  parchment 
writing  purporting  to  be  the  joint  and  seyeral  answer  of 
William  Clarke  and  Lydia  Spriggs ;  it  is  impossible^ 
however,  to  do  that  in  the  absence  of  WUliam  Clarke^ 
and  William  Clarke  not  being  served  in  the  regular 
way,  I  am  afraid  I  cannot,  in  the  present  state  of  ihingi} 
make  any  order :  I  cannot  in  his  absence  do  that  which 
I  am  asked  to  do. 


Lydia  Spriggs  subsequently  discharged  Mr.  V*  and 
retained  Messrs.  2>.  and  A»  in  the  suit;  the  motion  wai 
not  therefore  prosecuted.  Mr.  V.  having  delivered  Us 
bill  of  costs  to  Lydia  Spriggs  for  these  proceedings 
amounting  to  88/.,  commenced  an  action  for  the  amoim^ 
and  arrested  her. 

A  motion  was  aderwards  made  on  her  behalf  brfore 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the 
action.  His  Lordship,  however,  refused  the  applica- 
tion. 


June  24.  It  was  now  moved,  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  Lydia  Spriggs^  that  it  m^t 
be  referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  this  Court  to  tax 
the  bill  of  costs  amounting  to  88/1  25.  9d^  delivered  by 
Mr.  F.  to  her,  other  than  and  except  the  costs  of  certain 
proceedings  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  motion,  which  it 
was  prayed  might  be  wholly  disallowed ;  or  otherwise 
that  the  Master  might  tax  the  costs  of  all  the  proceed- 
ings which  had  been  properly  taken  on  behalf  of  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  Lydia  SpriggSy  and  that  Mr.  F»  might  be  re-        1839. 
strained  from  all  proceedings  in  the  action  at  law  brought 
by  him  against  Lydta  Spriggs. 

Mr.BetkeUj  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended, 
that  this  lady  ought  to  be  relieved  from  the  costs  of  a 
proceeding  quite  unwarranted,  which,  from  the  com- 
mencement, it  must  have  been  apparent  would  terminate 
unsuccessfully,  and  from  which  she  could  not  hy  pos- 
sibiii^  have  derived  any  benefit. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  L.  BusseUy  contra,  con- 
tended that  the  retainer  having  been  proved,  Lydia 
Spriggs  was  entitled  to  the  common  order  for  taxation 
only;  that  no  special  directions  could  now  be  given 
to  the  Master  to  proceed  in  any  other  than  the  ordinary 
mode  in  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs ;  and  that  under 
the  common  order,  the  Master  would  take  notice  of  all 
objections. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  J^!f  i^- 

Ljfdia  Spriggs  having  retained  and  employed  Mr.  F, 
as  her  solicitor,  and  Mr.  F.  having  delivered  his  bill  of 
costs,  she  is  entitled  to  the  common  order  for  taxation 
of  the  bill,  on  the  usual  terms.     The  question  is,  whe- 
ther she  is  entitled  to  any  other  or  different  order. 

Lydia  Spriggs  and  her  brother,  a  Mr.  Clarke,  were  De- 
fendants to  a  bill  of  revivor :  Mr.  Clarke,  as  Lydia  Spriggs 
has  sworn,  without  her  authority,  employed  Messrs.  D. 
and  A,,  as  solicitors,  to  act  for  both ;  and  those  gentle- 
men thereupon  appeared  and  put  in  an  answer  for  both, 
without  oath  or  signature.  Lydia  Spriggs,  however, 
thought  fit,  or  was  induced,  not  to  acquiesce  in  that 
proceeding ;  and  on  the  suggestion,  as  it  seems,  of  Mr. 

Shuttlewn-th, 
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Wiggins 

V. 

Peppin. 


Sliuttleworth^  she  retained  and  appointed  Mr.  F.  to  act 
for  her ;  he  did  so,  and  adopted  proceedings  on  her 
behalf,  to  have  the  answer  put  in  for  herself  and 
her  brother  taken  off  the  file*  Before  these  proceed- 
ings were  brought  to  a  close,  she  dismissed  Mr.  V^  and 
thought  fit,  or  was  induced,  to  employ  the  solicitors  who 
were  first  engaged  on  her  behalf  by  her  brother. 


Mr.  F.'s  bill  was  incurred  in  these  proceedings,  aod 
she  now  desires  that  the  reference  for  taxation  may  be 
accompanied  by  a  disallowance  of  the  greatest  part  of 
the  bill,  or  by  a  qualification,  that  the  taxation  is  to  be 
of  the  costs  of  such  proceedings  only  as  have  been 
properly  incurred. 


It  appears,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit,  that 
the  case  of  Lydia  Spriggs  is  a  very  unfortunate  ooe: 
she  has  been  led  into  an  expense  which  turns  out  to 
be  entirely  useless,  and  was  probably  led  into  it  by  the 
competition  of  two  solicitors,  who,  after  all  that  has 
passed,  would  have  done  well  to  unite  their  endeavours 
to  save  her  harmless ;  but  the  case  is  clear  that  she 
retained  Mr.  F.y  and  by  two  affidavits,  one  made  io 
July  and  the  other  in  November  last,  she  recognises  the 
retainer,  and  insists  upon  his  being  her  solicitor ;  BisA 
when  he  has  thus  acted  under  her  authority,  thus  ^ 
lemnly  recognised  and  confirmed,  and  in  the  absence  ^ 
any  fraud,  the  question  is,  whether  there  ought  ta   "^ 
any  special  direction  or  qualification  in  the  order     ^^^ 
taxation,  and  I  think  that  there  ought  not.  (a) 


(a)  An  appeal  was  presented 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who, 
having  ascertained  the  practice 
to  be,  that  the  masters,  under 
the  common  order  for  taxation, 


would  take  into  their  cons 5^^' 
ation  the  objections  here  €^^^ 
plained  of,  affirmed  the  ord^*"  ^ 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
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1840. 


JOHNSON  V.  WOODS.    .  Feb.  se^sj.. 

npHE  testator  in  this  cause,  by  hWT  will  dated  in\8S2,  A  testa^ 
gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  ^^^^s^r^-^^-^i^^^x 

sonal  estate  whatsoever  and  wKeresoevefftf^e  Defend-  ^^'^  to  trus- 

trr    1         t  1  -'        .'-'       •  .  t      11   ^ees,  upon 

ant  woods  and  two  other  tpustess,  upon  trust,  with  all  trust  with  all 

convenient  speed  after  Uf  death,  to  dispose  of  all  his  c^n^enjent 

iV  .  Rpeed  to  con- 

freehold  and  leasehola  estates  and  premises,  with  the  vert  into 

appurtenances;  ohd  also  to  sell  and  convert  into  money,  he^dfrected^ 
except  as  was-  thereinafter  excepted,  all  such  part  of  them,  at  the 
his  personal  estate  and   effects  as  should  not  consist  months  after 

of  money  j    and   he  directed   his  executors   to   stand  ^^^  decease,  to 
jr  -lo         11111  .  .       invest  the  sum 

and   t>e  possessed  of  and   hold  the  monies  to  arise  ofeoo/.outof 
or  be  irotten  by  the  means  aforesaid  or  otherwise  under      ,  pcrtonal 

o  •'  estate,  in  trust 

or   by   virtue  of  that  his  will,   in   trust   in   the   first  for  a  charity; 

place  to  satisfy  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex-  reefed  them 

penses,  and  certain  legacies ;  and  he  directed  that  his  at  the  end  of 

twelve  months 
trustees  <^  should,  at  the  end  of  twelve  months  next  after  after  his  de- 

his  decease,  invest  the  sum  of  600/.  out  of  his  personal  ^^^^t  (oU^it 

•^  ^  property  being 

estate  in  the  purchase  of  parliamentary  stocks  or  funds  persona/,)  to 

of  Great  Britain,  or  upon  real  or  other  security,  at  ^^[^^l  \J^ 

interest,  with  full  power  to  vary  or  change  the  same  other  chari- 

funds  and  securities,  at  their  discretion,  for  the  general  realty  was 

good  and  benefit,  but  without  impeachment  of  waste,  sold:  Held, 

...      that  the  600/. 
upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  in  was  not  pav- 

trust  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and  other  proceeds  "^*^  ®"^  ®^ 

*^  •'  ^  .        '    ^  ^^  pure  per- 

of  the  funds  and  securities  upon  which  the  said  sum  of  sonalty,  but 
6001.  should  be  so  invested,  &c.  unto  his  wife  for  her  mixed  fund- 
life,  or  during  her  widowhood,  and  at  the  death  or  and  that  this 

gift,  and  the 
marriage  gift  of  the  re- 
sidue were  rendered  void  by  the  Mortmain  Act,  in  the  proportion  which  the  realty 
bore  to  the  personalty;  Held  also,  that  the  realty  was  not  converted  to  ail  intents, 
so  as  to  entitle  the  next  of  kin  to  the  fund  released  in  consequence  of  the  invalidity 
of  the  gift  of  the  real  estate  to  charity. 

Vol.  IL  E  e 


i. 
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1840.        ma'riage   again   of  his  wife,  in  trust  to  pay,   assign, 

^^^^^^     trahsfer,  and  assure  the  said  sum  of  600/-  and  the  funds 
Johnson  '    ^        . 

V,  and  securities  whereupon  the  same  might  be  placed  or 

ooBs.  invested  **  unto  certain  trustees,  upon  trust  **  to  pay  the 
income  thenrof  unto  the  minister  for  the  time  being  of 
ti.  dissenting  Aopel  at  Rainfordj  so  long  as  he  should 
^  _  j)re*  A  agreeable  to  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  of  the  Church 
of  England  J  ^nd  teach  "^e  Assembly's  Catechism ; ''  in 
default  thereof  he  flkeet^  the  trustees  to  expend  the 
income  of  the  funds  in  the^^chase  of  linen  and  woollen 
cloth  for  the  poor  of  Bainfbrd.  And  he  also  directed 
that  his  trustees  should,  at  the  end  of  twelve  months 
next  after  his  decease,  all  his  property  being  personal^ 
pay,  lay  out,  and  expend,  invest,  and  dispose  of  all  the 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  and 
effects  whatsoever  (save  and  except  what  was  therein- 
before mentioned  and  disposed  of)  into  two  equal 
moieties  or  shares,  and  invest  one  moiety  in  the  par- 
liamentary stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britairij  or  upon 
real  or  other  security  at  interest,  with  full  power  to  vary 
the  same,  in  trust  to  pay  one  equal  half  part  of  the 
residue  as  aforesaid  unto  certain  trustees,  in  trust  to  lay 
out  the  income  thereof  in  the  purchase  of  good  and 
sufficient  and  warm  bed-clothing,  in  quilts,  blankets, 
and  sheets,  and  distribute  the  same  amongst  the  poor  of 
Rainford.  The  testator  then  "  directed  his  trustees  to 
invest  the  other  moiety  or  share  of  the  rest  and  residue 
in  parliamentary  funds,  or  upon  real  or  other  securities, 
and  assign  the  same  to  trustees ;  and  he  directed  the 
income  thereof  to  be  paid  into  the  proper  funds  of  the 
Foreign  Missionary  Society." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  making  his  will,  and 
all  his  estate,  whether  real  or  personal,  not  consisting 
of  money,  had  been  since  converted  into  money. 

The 
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The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  some  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator,  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  gift  of 
600/.  and  of  the  residue  was  void : — that  the  real  estate 
of  the  testator  had  been  converted  into  personalty  by 
his  will,  and  was  distributable  among  the  testator's  next 
of  kin,  and  for  the  usual  accounts. 

Accounts  and  enquiries  were  directed  at  the  original 
hearing,  and  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  directions 
upon  the  Master's  report, 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Walker,  for  the  Plaintifis, 
contended,  that  the  gifts  to  charity  were  void  under  the 
Mortmain  Act,  as  regarded  the  real  estate ;  that  there 
was  a  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  personalty,  and 
that  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled  to  the  portion  re- 
leased by  the  invalidity  of  the  gift  to  charity.    They  cited 
WLS  to  the  costs  Roberts  v.  Walker  (a),  and  as  to  con« 
version  Durour  v.  Motteux  (i).    Green  v.  Jackson  (c), 
JPAillips  Y.  Phillips  {d)y  Amphlett  y,  Parke,  {e) 

Mr.  Treslaoe  and  Mr.  S.  Skarpej  for  the  widow,  cited 
JUallabar  v.  Mallabar.  {g) 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Keene^  for  the  other  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  the  heir-at-law,  contended  that 

the  conversion  was  limited  to  the  purposes  for  which  the 

realty,  when  converted,  was  intended  to  be  applied;  that 

by  the  failure  of  those  purposes,  the  apportioned  part  of 

the  realty  belonged  to  the  heir-at-law;  Ackroydv.  Smith' 

son  (A).    As  to  costs  he  cited  Paice  v.  The  Archbishop  of 

Canterbury  (t).  Rootle  v.  RlundeU.  {k) 

Mr. 


(a)  lRuss,4rMt/LT52, 

(b)  1  Ves,  sen.  520. 

(c)  2  Rust.  4-  Mt/l.  258. 
(rf)  1  Myl.  4-  K.  649. 


{g)  Ca.  Temp.  Talbot,  78. 
{h)  1  B.C.C.503. 
(t)  14  Ves.  564.,  and   1  Rms. 
4-  Myl.  759.  If. , 
[k)  1  Mer.  195. 

Ee  2 
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Johnson 
Woods. 
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Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Chapman^  for  the  legatees  of 
600/.,  contended  that  the  gift  was  perfectly  yalid,  as  the 
testator  had  directed  it  to  be  invested  "  out  of  his  per- 
sonal estate."    They  cited  Dixon  v.  Dawson,  (a) 

Mr.  Wray^  for  the  Attorney-General. 

Mr.  Ellis^  for  the  trustees  of  the  Rainford  Chapel. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bhwetf  for  the  London  Mis- 
sionary Society. 

Mr.  BjomiUjf^  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Kinderdey^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  the  like  kind,  the 
diflSculty  is  to  apply  a  general  rule  to  a  particular  case. 

I  apprehend  it  to  be  clearly  settled,  that  where  a 
testator  devises  land  to  be  sold,  and  directs  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  to  be  applied  to  purposes  which  do  not 
exhaust  the  whole  beneficial  interest,  the  interest  which 
is  not  exhausted  belongs  to  the  heir.  Moreover,  it  is  a 
rule,  that  the  heir  is  not  to  be  excluded  by  the  fact  of 
an  actual  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  money,  but 
only  by  the  disposition  which  the  testator  has  made  of 
the  money  which  constitutes  the  unexhausted  beneficial 
interest.  So  where  a  testator,  having  devised  his  real 
estate  to  be  sold,  has  mixed  the  produce  with  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  has  given  the  combined  fund  for  pur- 
poses which  do  not  exhaust  the  whole  beneficial  interest, 
in  that  case,  again,  so  much  of  the  fund  remaining  un- 
disposed of  or  unexhausted,  as  consists  of  the  produce 

of 
(a)  S  5.  4*  SL  527. 
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of  the  real  estate,  belongs  to  the  heir,— in  other  words, 
as  was  said  by  Lord  Roslyn,  where  the  Court  has  no 
direction  from  the  testator  how  the  money  arising  from 
any  part  of  his  real  estate  shall  go,  it  rests  with  the 
heir-at-law ;  the  consequence  is,  that  in  every  case  of 
this  kind  the  Court  must  look  to  the  disposition  which 
the  testator  has  made  by  his  will,  of  the  unexhausted 
interest  arising  from  his  real  estate. 

It  is  undoubtedly  practicable  for  a  testator  to  say 
that  his  real  estate  shall  be  sold,  and  that  the  produce 
shall  go  to  such  persons  as  by  law  are  entitled  to  his  per- 
sonal estate ;  not  only  may  a  testator  say  that  directly, 
but  he  may  use  expressions  in  his  will  which,  without 
directly  stating  it,  lead  to  the  same  conclusion.  When, 
therefore,  it  can  be  ascertained  that  the  testator  intended 
that  the  produce  of  his  real  estate  should,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  be  treated  as  personal  estate  possessed  by 
him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so  as  to  devolve  upon  the 
persons  entitled  to  his  personal  estate,  the  Court  will 
give  effect  to  that  intention ;  and  in  all  cases  of  this 
description,  the  question  is,  whether  that  intention  is 
directly  expressed,  or  must  be  necessarily  inferred  from 
the  words  used  in  the  will. 


1840. 


Johnson 

9. 

Woods. 


In  the  present  case  the  testator  has  made  one  common 
fund,  consisting  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  the 
leaseholds,  and  all  the  other  monies  which  the  executors 
might  get  in  under  the  authority  of  the  will.  They 
are  to  hold,  after  satisfying  certain  previous  trusts, 
^*  upon  further  trust  that  they  do  and  shall,  at  the  end 
of  twelve  months  next  after  his  decease,  (all  his  property 
being  personal,)  pay,  lay  out,  expend,  and  invest,  and 
dispose  of  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  oF  his 
personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever,"  upon  certain 
charitable  purposes,  which  he  mentions. 

Ee  3  These 
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Johnson 

V, 

Woods. 


These  charitable  purposes  fiul,  so  far  as  the  fund 
arises  from  the  real  estate,  or  from  any  other  part  of  the 
testator's  property  than  the  pure  personalty ;  the  cha- 
ritable purposes  failing,  there  is,  therefore,  no  disposition 
of  that  part  of  the  residue,  which,  by  direct  words,  takes 
it  from  the  heir;  and  the  question  then  is,  whether  there 
are  any  expressions  which  have  the  effect  of  making  the 
whole  fund,  or  the  whole  of  the  testator's  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  personal  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so 
as  to  exclude  the  heir.  I  think  it  evident  that  the  testa- 
tor himself  calls  it  '^  personal  estate,"  not  for  the  purpose 
of  adding  it  to  any  personal  estate  otherwise  disposed  of 
by  his  will,  but  merely  for  the  purposes  of  distribution 
amongst  the  several  charities,  he  considering,  as  he  ex- 
presses it,  his  property  as  being  personal  at  a  certain 
time  when  the  sales  have  been  effected,  namely,  twelve 
months  after  his  decease.  Am  I  then  really  to  consider 
this  mode  of  mentioning  the  mixed  fund  as  ^'  personal 
estate,"  as  amounting  to  a  direction  in  the  will,  that  the 
real  estate  should  be  sold,  and  the  monies  to  arise  by 
the  sale  should  be  treated  and  considered  as  part  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate  ?  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I 
cannot  consider  the  words  ^^  personal  estate,"  which 
occur  in  two  places  in  this  will,  as  words  which  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  testator  intended  his  whole  pro- 
perty to  be  treated  as  personalty  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  so  as  to  go  to  the  persons  who  would  be  entitled 
to  the  undisposed  of  personal  estate.  It  is  clear  it  was 
his  intention,  and  his  wish  to  have  his  real  estate  con- 
verted into  personal  estate,  in  order  merely  to  have  it 
applied  to  the  purposes  of  his  will,  and  which  purposes, 
so  far  as  they  are  charitable  and  affect  the  real  estate,  fail. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  heir  is  entitled  to 
so  much  of  the  residue  of  the  mixed  fund  as  has  arisen 
from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate. 


Another 


17. 

Woods, 
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Another  question  has  been  raised  with  respect  to  the        1840. 
legacy  of  600/..  which  the  testator  directed  his  trustees     ^"^^^^^"^^ 

,  Johnson 

to  invest,  at  the  end  of  twelve  months  next  after  his  de- 
cease, ^^  out  of  his  personal  estate."  In  a  subsequent 
part  of  his  will,  the  testator  again  mentions  all  his  pro- 
perty as  being  personal  at  the  end  of  twelve  months 
after  his  decease.  I  think  that  the  expression  ^^  out 
of  my  personal  estate"  means  out  of  the  common  mass 
of  his  property  at  the  end  of  twelve  months,  composed 
of  pure  personalty,  and  the  converted  realty,  and  that 
the  legacy  of  600/.  must  be  considered  as  payable  out 
of  the  mixed  fund ;  the  consequence  is,  that  this  cha- 
ritable legacy  will  fail  in  the  same  proportion  as  the 
other^haritable  gifts. 

With  respect  to  the  costs,  it  is  the  usual  course  to 
direct  the  different  parts  of  the  fund  to  bear,  pro  ratd^ 
the  costs  of  the  suit. 


LEVY  V.  PENDERGRASS.  Feb.  21. 

TTNDER  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  S  G.  4.  c.  126.  By  the  Gene- 
5.  55,^  the  trustees  and  commissioners  of  turnpike  ^^t  the  trus- 
roads  are  empowered  to  let  the  tolls ;  and  it  enacts,  that  ^^^  are  em- 

powered  to  let 

whenever  the  tolls  by 

auction;  but 
amongst  other  provisions  to  prevent  undue  preference,  a  minute  glass  is  to  be  turned 
thrice  after  each  bidding ;  and  it  declares,  that  if  no  other  person  bids,  the  last 
bidder  is  to  be  the  farmer  or  renter.  Trustees  under  this  act  put  up  tolls  subject  to 
other  conditions,  one  of  which  was,  that  unless  there  should  be  tiiree  biddings  there 
should  be  no  letting,  unless  the  trustees  thought  proper  to  take  le^s  than  three 
biddings,  and  that  the  trustees  should  have  a  reserved  bidding.  There  was  one 
bidding  only ,  which  was  made  by  the  Plaintiff*;  whereupon  the  trustees  declared, 
that  if  there  was  no  advance,  they  should  be  obliged  to  make  a  reserved  bidding. 
The  minute  glass  was  turned  thrice,  and  there  was  no  further  bidding.  The  Plain- 
tiff insisted  that,  under  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  he  was  the  purchaser,  and  he 
filed  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance:  Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  relief,  and 
the  bill  was  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

Ee  ^ 
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1 84*0.        whenever  any  tolls  shall  be  let  under  the  powers  given 
by  that  or  any  other  act  of  parliament,  the  directions 
following  shall  be  observed :  the  trustees  are  to  give 
Pendergrass.  public  notice,  and  advertise  certain  particulars  as  to  the 

intended  sale ;  ^^  and  to  prevent  fraud,  or  any  undue 
preference  in  letting  thereof,"  they  are  to  provide  a 
minute  glass,  and  immediately  after  every  bidding  the 
glass  shall  be  turned,  and  as  soon  as  the  sand  is  run 
out  it  shall  be  turned  again,  and  so  for  three  times, 
unless  some  other  bidding  intervenes ;  and  if  no  other 
person  shall  bid  until  the  sand  shall  have  run  through 
the  glass  three  times,  the  last  bidder  shall  be  the  farmer 
or  renter  of  the  said  tolls. 

The  tolls  for  one  year  of  the  gates  near  Herefbrd 
were  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  on  the  1st  of  Jtme 
1836. 

Previously  to  their  being  put  up,  certain  conditions 
for  the  letting  the  tolls  were  produced,  and  read  aloud 
by  the  clerk  of  the  trustees  to  the  persons  then  pre- 
sent|  and  one  of  such  conditions  was,  that  unless  there 
should  be  three  or  more  biddings  there  should  be 
no  letting,  unless  the  trustees  present  thought  proper 
to  take  less  than  three  biddings.  Another  of  the  con- 
ditions was  partly  as  follows :  —  the  trustees  reserve  to 
themselves  the  liberty  of  bidding  once  for  the  said  tolls, 
&c.  by  Mr.  Belly  their  clerk. 

The  Plaintiff  attended  the  sale,  the  tolls  were  put  up 
at  5274*/.,  and  the  Plaintiff  bid  25/.  upon  this  sum.  No 
other  person  appearing  to  bid  more  for  the  tolls,  the 
Defendant,  Mr.  Pendergrass^  who  was  a  trustee  and 
chairman  on  the  occasion,  repeatedly  told  the  Plaintiff 
that  if  there  was  no  advance  on  the  said  bidding,  he 
should  be  obliged  to  make  a  reserved  bidding.     The 

minute 
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minute   glass  was    turned   thrice  without    any  other        1840. 


bidding  having  been  made  for  the  tolls.     The  commis- 
sioners insisted  that  this  was  no  sale,  and  afterwards  «. 
let  the  tolls  for  a  year  to  the  Defendant  Bennett  for  P^ndkegrass. 
5951/. 

The  PlaintifT,  after  some  correspondence,  filed  his 
bill  on  the  29th  o(  September  1836^  against  Mr.  Pender^ 
grass  the  trustee,  and  Bennett  the  lessee,  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement :  for  an  account  of  the 
tolls  collected  by  the  trustees  or  Bennett  during  the 
period,  for  a  receiver,  and  for  an  injunction. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer  stated  the  above 
circumstances,  and  submitted  that  the  declaration  so 
made  by  the  Defendant  Pendergrass  to  the  PlaintiiF 
was  equivalent  to  a  bidding  for  the  said  tolls  according 
to  the  reservation  in  the  said  condition. 

The  Plaintiff*,  without  replying  to  the  answer,  brought 
the  cause  on  for  hearing. 

Mrl  Pcmbcrton  and  Mr.  Jemmett,  for  the  Plaintifi^ 
contended,  that  according  to  the  strict  terms  of  the 
^ct  the  Plaintiff*  was  the  contractor ;  that  he  was  not 
sware  of  the  special  conditions,  which,  under  the  terms 
of  the  act,  were  wholly  invalid  and  inoperative,  as  by 
such  means  the  trustees  reserved  to  themselves  the 
power  of  rejecting  an  offer,  and  of  giving  a  preference 
contrary  to  the  express  terms  and  spirit  of  the  act  of 
parliament.  That  public  trustees  were  bound  to  pursue 
strictly  the  powers  given  them  by  the  legislature;  Pcarse 
^.  Motrice.  {a)  That  if  the  conditions  were  valid,  then 
t.hat  the  chairman,  waiving  the  three  biddings,  put  the 

case 

(a)  2  Ad.  ^  E.  84. 
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1840.       case  entirely  on  the  reserved  bidding  only,  which  had 
l^"^^^     never  been  made  by  BelL 

V, 

NDEBGEAss.  That  thc  expiration  of  the  term  was  not  an  obstacle 
to  the  specific  performance  of  this  agreement  by  taking 
an  account  of  the  proBts,  it  was  so  decided  in  Wilkinson 
V.  Torkington  (a),  and  lately  in  Mundcn/  y.  JaUiJffe  (6), 
and  in  Nelson  v.  Bridges  (c).  They  also  cited  Denton 
V.  Stewart  (d) 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Wilbraham^  contra^  con- 
tended that  the  proper  remedy  for  the  Plaintiff  was  by 
action  at  law  for  damages,  and  not  by  suit  in  equity ; 
and  that  now  the  term  had  expired,  no  relief  could  be 
given  in  this  Court.  That  the  sale  had  taken  place  ex- 
pressly under  the  conditions,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
bound  by  them.  That  as  the  trustees  had  never  expressed 
that  they  thought  proper  to  take  less  than  three  bid- 
dings, there  had  been  no  sale  to  the  Plaintiff.  They 
urged  also  as  an  objection,  the  laches  of  which  the 
Plaintiff  had  been  guilty. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  case  depends  entirely  on  the  statements  in  the 
answer,  and  the  construction  of  the  act  of  parliament, 
for  the  answer  not  having  been  replied  to,  every  state- 
ment in  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true.  The  act  prescribes 
a  certain  mode  of  proceeding  in  letting  the  tolls^  and 
according  to  the  strict  directions  of  the  act,  if  nothing 
else  had  occurred,  I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  tolls ;   for  the  glass  having  been 

turned 

(a)  2  F.  <5-  Col.  726.  (c)  Ant^,  p.  239. 

{b)  L.C.  Dec.  24th,  1839.  (d)  I  Cox,  258. 
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tamed  three  times,  the  act  of  parliament  says  that  at  1840. 
that  moment  the  person  who  bid  last  is  to  be  the  con-  j]Xy 
tractor.     The  answer,  however,  states,  and  the  state-  v. 

ment  must  be  taken  as  true,  that  the  sale  took  place 
subject  to  certain  special  conditions,  which  were  read 
previously  to  the  sale ;  one  of  these  conditions  was,  that 
unless  there  were  three  or  more  biddings  there  should 
be  no  letting,  and  the  other  that  the  trustees  reserved 
to  themselves  the  right  of  bidding  once.  The  biddings 
commenced ;  now  how  many  bidders  there  would  be, 
could  not  be  ascertained  until  the  time  expired,  and  the 
glass  had  been  turned  thrice,  but  this  being  done,  then 
came  the  question  whether  turning  down  the  glass 
determined  the  sale,  or  that  there  had  been  only  one 
bidding.  The  trustees,  it  appears,  never  announced 
that  they  accepted  less  than  three  biddings  according  to 
the  condition  of  sale,  then  did  the  act  of  parliament 
defeat  the  condition  on  which  the  whole  had  taken  place, 
the  pleadings  admitting  that  the  Plaintiff  made  the  bid- 
ding on  the  understanding,  that  there  was  to  be  no 
letting  if  there  were  not  three  biddings,  unless  the 
trustees  thought  proper  to  take  less?  It  is  certainly 
singular  that  the  trustees  did  not  declare  that  there 
bad  not  been  three  biddings,  which  would  have  been 
a  simple  mode  of  shewing  what  had  been  done ;  but 
instead  of  doing  this,  they  said  that  if  no  advance  were 
made,  they  would  be  obliged  to  make  a  reserved  bid- 
ding by  tbeir  clerk,  which,  under  the  conditions,  they 
bad  a  right  to  do  before  the  glass  had  been  turned 
down. 

It  appears  to  me,  on  the  whole,  that  the  Defendants  have 
acted  inconsiderately ;  but  according  to  the  conditions 
on  which  the  Plaintiff  admits  the  whole  to  have  taken 
place,  I  think  there  was  not  a  letting ;  at  the  same  time 
the  Plaintiff  might  have  reason  to  think  himself  misled, 

and 
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1840.  and  under  these  circumstances  there  can  be  no  specific 
performance,  or  any  other  relief,  but  I  think  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed  without  costs. 


Levy 

V, 
P£ND£KGEA8S. 


The  objection,  under  sect.  147.,  that  this  suit  was  brought  after 
the  expiration  of  three  months,  was  not  taken. 


March  14. 16.         THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  t;.  KERR. . 

51. 

Absolute  riiHE  object  of  this  information  was  to  set  aside  an 

ahenauon  and      ■        ,      , 

a  reversion-  absolute  conveyance  and  two  reversionary  leases, 

%^rU*^ro-      which  had  been  made  by  trustees  of  charity  property. 

perty  set  aside, 

dent!^  °^*"  ^^  "appeared   that  the   corporation   of  Northampton 

Valid  lease    was  possessed  of  property,  contain inir  about  one  acre 
of  charity  pro-         ,  .      ,  i        ,         .,i     ^ 

perty,  which     and  a  quarter,  in  that  town, 'under  the  will  of  a  testator, 

had  merged  in  j^ted  in  1683,  by  which  he  had  devoted  it  "to  and  for 

the  fee  by  an  -^ 

invalid  nbso-     the  use  and  yearly  benefit  of  the  poor  people  of  St. 

ance*to"ihe"      Thomas's  Hospital  in  the  said  town  of  Northampton^  for 
lessee,  sus-       ever,"  of  which  hospital  the  corporation  were  trustees. 

tained  on  set- 
tin;;  aside  the 

latter  on  an  j^  1745  the  corporation  had  i^ranted  a  lease  of  the 

information  by  ^ 

the  Attorney-   property  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,    at  a  rent 
General.  ^fg^^ 

A  lessee  of 
charity  pr«>-  In 

perty  obtained 

a  further  reversionary  term,  and  aflerwards  made  considerable  lasting  inaprorements 
on  the  property;  the  reversionary  lease  being  set  aside,  the  Court  considered  the 
lessee  entitled  to  compensation  for  money  laid  out  by  him  in  reference  to  the  ex- 
tended enjoyment. 

Municijial  corporations,  as  altered  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  IK. 4. 
c.  76.),  are  but  a  continuance  of  the  old  corporations;  and  where  the  new  corpor- 
ation was  made  party  to  a  suit,  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust  committed  by  their 
predecessors,  it  was  held  they  were  not  entitled  to  costs. 
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In  176S9  before  the  expiration  of  the  former  lease,  1840. 

they  granted  a  reversionary  lease  of  the  same  property  r'^^^^^ 

to  the  same  lessee,  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  General 

commencing  from  1766,  at  a  rent  of  8/.,  and  a  fine  Ke&r. 
of  25/. 

In  1769,  at  which  time  eighteen  years  of  the  second 
lease  of  1 763  were  unexpired,  the  corporation  granted 
to  Doddy  the  then  lessee,  a  reversionary  lease  of  the 
same  property  for  sixty  years,  to  commence  in  1787, 
for  the  further  term  of  sixty  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
9/.,  and  Dodd  covenanted  to  take  down  the  present 
messuage  and  rebuild  one  or  more  substantial  dwelling 
houses,  and  keep  them  in  repair. 

On  the  10th  December  1784  the  residue  of  the  two 
terms  created  by  the  indentures  of  1763  and  1769  were, 
in  consideration  of  241/.,  and  with  the  license  of  the 
corporation,  assigned  to  Dr.  Kerr. 

On  the  18th  December  1784,  the  corporation  granted 
to  Dr.  Kerr  a  further  reversionary  lease  of  the  property 
for  a  term  of  thirty-nine  years,  to '  commence  at  Mf'- 
chaelmas  1847,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  18/.,  and  Dr.  Kerr 
covenanted  to  build  one  or  more  good  and  substantial 
messuages  or  tenements,  with  convenient  out-offices,  on 
some  part  of  the  said  demised  ground,  and  thereon  to  lay 
out  and  expend  the  sum  of  500/. ;  and  in  case  be  should 
take  down  the  building  then  being  thereon,  that  in 
such  case,  he  would,  instead  thereof,  erect  and  build  one 
or  more  good  and  substantial  messuages,  with  con- 
venient out-offices  thereto,  or  on  some  part  of  the  said 
demised  premises,  and  therein  lay  out  and  expend  the 
sum  of  1000/.,  and  afterwards  keep  the  said  erections 
and  buildings  in  good  and  tenantable  repair. 

At 
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1840.  At  the  time  of  granting  this  lease  there  was  a  term 

r^^^^""^     of  sixty-two  years  and  three  quarters  unexpired  of  Ac 

Attorney-  . 

General      old  leases,  and  which,  being  added  to  the  new  rever- 

1^^^  sionary  term  of  thirty-nine  years,  made  a  period  of 
101  years  and  three  quarters.  Dr.  Kerrj  having  ob- 
tained these  leases,  laid  out  considerable  sums  on  the 
property,  and,  by  indenture  reciting  that  Dr.  Ken 
had  laid  out  more  than  500/!.,  and  that  the  corporatioD 
were  convinced  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  charitf, 
the  corporation,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of 
the  two  last  leases,  and  of  the  fee-farm  rent  resened, 
conveyed  the  proper^  absolutely  to  Dr.  JSusrr,  subject 
to  a  clear  yearly  fee  &rm  rent  of  12/!^  and  a  fine  of  lOff 
at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years  for  ever,  and  the  ca^ 
poration  covenanted  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

• 

In  these  various  transactions  the  parties  had  notice 
that  the  property  belonged  to  a  charity. 

The  Defendant  Osborne  was  the  warden  of  the  hos- 
pital, appointed  by  the  old  corporation.  Under  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  {5  ii  6  W.  4.  c.  76.)  the 
old  corporation  was  changed,  and  by  the  same  act  (a) 
charitable  and  trust  estates  vested  in  the  corporation 
were  to  continue  vested  in  the  persons,  who,  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  act,  were  trustees,  until  the  1st  of 
August  1836,  or  until  parliament  should  otherwise 
direct ;  and  in  default  of  any  such  direction  before  the 
1st  of  August  1836,  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  em- 
powered to  make  such  orders  as  he  should  see  fit  6^ 
the  administration  of  such  trust  estates. 

This  information  was  filed  against  the  represent- 
atives of  Dr.  Kerr  J  the  new  corporation  of  Northamptoi^ 
and  Osborne^  insisting  that  the  reversionary  leases  were 
improvident,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  that  the 

absolute 
(a)  9.  71. 
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ibsolute  conveyance  to   Dr.  Kerr  was  invalid^  and  it        1840. 

Dsisted  that  the  present  corporation  was  liable  for  the  a^^^^^ 

lefaults  of  the  old.  Gbneral 


Evidence  was  entered  into  in  support  of  the  inform- 
ktion  to  shew,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  above  docu- 
nents,  and  from  the  present  value  of  the  property,  the 
mprovidence  in  the  mode  which  had  been  adopted  of 
lealing  with  this  trust  property,  and  the  loss  which  the 
charity  had  sustained.  The  present  value  of  the  property 
vas  estimated  at  about  6700/.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  representatives  of  Dr.  Ksrr 
ibewed  that  when  he  took  possession  the  property  con- 
listed  of  an  irregular  piece  of  ground,  formerly  a  gravel 
)it,  of  very  little  value ;  that  he  had  filled  it  up,  built  a 
landsome  residence,  with  stables,  hothouse,  gardens, 
Sec,  and  had  expended  upwards  of  5000/.  thereon. 

It  appeared  also  that  the  value  of  property  in  the 
own  had  of  late  very  considerably  increased,  in  conse- 
inence  of  the  increase  of  the  population. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  G.  Richards^  and  Mr.  O.  Ander- 
f/m^  in  support  of  the  information^  contended  that  the 
lienation  of  the  fee  simple  of  a  charity  estate  could 
lot  be  supported  on  any  principle ;  that  it  was  a  breach 
if  trust  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  of  which  the  pur- 
baser  had  notice,  and  that  it  must  therefore  be  set 
side  in  toto  ;  that  there  would  then  be  no  necessity  for 
etting  aside  the  leases,  as  they  had  merged  at  law, 
nd  no  bill  had  been  filed  by  the  representatives  of 
[)r«  Kerr  to  set  them  up,  besides  which,  the  leases 
ihemselves  were,  as  they  contended,  invalid.  They  were, 
n  the  first  place,  granted  in  reversion,  a  course  quite 
inconsistent  with  a  provident  dealing  with  trust  property ; 
they  were^  besides,  of  an  extreme  length,  the  extent  of 

the 
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1840.        the  two  terms,  in  1784,  being  more  than  100  years. 

Attobnby^     ^^  '^^^  Attorney  General  v.  Lord  Hotham  {a)  it  was  held 

GsNERAL      that  a  ninety-nine  years*  lease  of  charity  property,  at  an 

Y^^^^  uniform  rent,  could  not  stand,  unless  some  satisfactory 
reason  could  be  given  to  support  it:  That  here  none 
existed,  and  it  was  shewn  by  the  evidence  that,  in  this 
transaction,  the  charity  had  not  obtained  the  full  valae 
of  the  property :  That  it  was  a  repairing,  and  not  a 
building  lease,  and  that  the  trustees  had  no  authority  to 
grant  such  leases. 

Mr.  Kinderdetf^  Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  D.  James^  Mr. 
B.  Parry f  Mr.  L.  JVigram^  Mr.  Stuartj  Mr.  Keene,  Mr. 
Bacon,  and  Mr.  Jeremy,  contended  that  there  was  no 
positive  rule  which  rendered  the  alienation  of  charitjr 
property  invalid.  In  The  Attorney^General  v.  War^ 
re7i{b)  Sir  Thojnas  Plumer  stated  the  law  in  these 
terms: — ^^  The  principle  that  governs  all  the  cases  is 
this,  that  trustees  are  bound  to  a  provident  administra- 
tion of  the  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity.  There  is 
no  positive  law  which  says  that  in  no  instance  shall 
there  be  an  absolute  alienation ;  if  so,  even  in  the  case 
of  an  inquiry  under  an  order  of  the  Court,  whether 
alienation  would  be  beneficial  to  the  charity,  being  con- 
trary to  law,  it  could  not  be  good ;  but  on  many  oc- 
casions, by  the  authority  of  the  Court,  alienation  has 
taken  place,  as  in  the  case  mentioned  of  a  decayed 
house,  in  which,  after  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire whether  it  was  for  the  interest  of  the  charity,  the 
Court  directed  it  to  be  disposed  of.  If,  contrary  to  law, 
the  Court  could  not  authorise  the  disposition,  alien- 
ation under  the  authority  of  the  Court  would  be  as 
invalid  as  without  it.  These  decisions,  tlierefore, 
afford  a  conclusive  proof  that  alienation,  not  improvi- 
dent, 

(a)  1  Turn,  4*  Huu.  916.  (6)  S  iSimoi.  30S. 
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dent,  but  beneficial  to  the  charity,  and  conformable  to  1840. 
the  rule  which  ouirbt  to  fi:uide  the  trustees,  may  be  r^^^^^^ 
good,  and  disclose  the  principle  on  which  any  bill  to  Gehekal 
rescind  that  alienation  must  proceed."  So  in  The  .,^' 
Attomey-General  v.  Hungerford  (a),  a  lease  renewable 
for  ever  of  charity  lands,  at  a  fixed  rent,  which  amounted 
in  effect  to  an  alienation  of  the  inheritance,  was  sup- 
ported. There  Lord  Brougham  recognised  as  law  the 
principle  that  charity  property  might,  in  a  proper  case, 
be  aliened.  He  says,  *^  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  lav/ 
founded  either  upon  principle,  on  statute,  or  on  autho- 
rity, to  lay  down  the  proposition  that  all  leases  such  as 
this,  —  that  all  perpetuities  such  as  this,  —  even  tliat 
alienations,  if  it  can  be  said  that  this  lease  amounts  to 
an  alienation,  are  therefore,  as  such,  void  or  voidable. 
There  is  no  warrant  of  principle  for  holding  that ;  each 
case  must  depend  upon  its  peculiar  circumstances;  I 
put  the  case  where  even  an  alienation  might  be  fit,  not 
only  justifiable,  not  only  harmless,  as  regards  the 
breach  of  trust  or  abuse  of  trust  by  the  trustees,  but 
might  be  a  fit  course  for  ihem  to  adopt."  And,  after 
putting  a  case  in  which  an  alienation  would  be  mani- 
festly for  the  benefit  of  a  charity,  he  adds,  ^^  I  go  fur- 
ther, and  state,  that  in  the  case  I  have  supposed,  the 
trustees  would  have  been  guilty  of  an  abuse  of  trust  if 
ihey  had  hesitated  to  part  with  the  land  upon  these 
terms,  and  that  an  information  at  the  suit  of  his  Ma- 
jesty's Attorney-General,  or  of  any  relator,  might  well 
bave  been  maintained  against  them,  to  compel  them  to 
do  tliat  which  was  for  the  real  benefit  of  the  charity."  ' 
They  also  contended  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
justified  the  alienation,  subject  to  the  fixed  rent. 

As  regarded  the  leases,  they  urged  that  the  fact  of 
their  being  reversionary,  and  for  a  long  term,  was  not 

sufiicient 

(a)  8  Blu  437.,  and  S  CL  4  Fin.  357. 

Vol.  II.  Ff 
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1840.        sufficient  to  invalidate  them  ;  that  some  fraud  must  be 
^^^^^^^^^     proved,  and  that  it  must  be  shewn  that  no  persons  mean- 
Gbnfral      ing  fairly  to  discharge  their  trusts,  would  have  resorted 
to  that  mode  of  letting.     In  The  Altomey^General  v. 
Cross  (a).  Sir  W.  Grant,  speaking  of  a  lease  for  ninety- 
nine  years,  determinable  on  livesj  said,  **  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  principle  or  authority  on  which  it  can  be 
that  such  a  lease  is,  on  the  very  face  of  it,  an  abuse  oB. 
trust."   They  argued  that  the  state  of  the  property, 
shewn  by  the  evidence,  was  sufficient  to  shew  that  th 
transaction  was  provident,  and  such  as  any  prudent  m 
would  have  adopted  in  the  case  of  his  own  property,  am 
that  valuations  made  after  so  great  a  lapse  of  time,  andT 
after  a  fortuitous  increase  in  the  value  of  property  in  th^ 
town,  could  not  be  relied  on.     That  if  the  leases  had 
merged,  still,  as  the  legal  estate  was  in  the  Defendants, 
the  Court,  if  it  set  aside  the  conveyance,  would  not 
deprive  them  of  the  whole  legal  interest,  so  as  to  de- 
feat the  leases ;  and,  lastly,  that  if  the  transaction  were 
set  aside,  the  Defendants  ought  to  be  allowed  for  the 
amount  of  their  outlay  and  improvements  on  the  property. 

They  argued,  also,  that  the  great  lapse  of  time,  if 
not  a  bar,  ought  yet  to  influence  the  Court  favourably 
towards  the  Defendants ;  Ationiey-General  v.  Caitts  Col' 
lege  (6),  Altomey-General  v.  Pembroke  Hall  (c).  At-* 
tomey-Geiieral  v.  Backhouse  {d) ;  and  cited  Re  Skinner  {e) 
to  shew  that  it  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  Court  *'  that 
a  tenant  who  has  got  a  lease  of  a  charity  estate  at  too 
low  a  rate  with  reference  to  the  actual  value,  is  therefore 
to  be  turned  out,  if  it  appears  that  he  has  himself  acted 
fairly  and  honestly  ;"  and  that  the  case  of  a  charity  estate 
"  is  one  in  which,  of  all  others,  the  security  of  the  rent 
is  the  first  object  to  be  regarded,  and,  therefore,  in  such 
cases,  the   inadequacy  of  the  rent  reserved  is  less  a 

badge 

(fl)  3  Merivale^  5.39.  (rf)  17  Vei.  283. 

{b)  2  KetUy  150.  ie)  2  Mer.  457. 

(c)  2  S.4^  St.  441. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  conveyance  of  the  fee,  and  not- 
withstanding the  evidence  which  has  been  gone  into,  it 
appears  to  me,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  felt  by  those 
who  have  so  ably  argued  this  case,  that  it  would  be 

utterly 

(a)  8  Ruti.  506.  (c)  S  MyL  4r  K.  39.;    and 

lb)  5  Rusi.  395.  3  Myl,  4*  CV.  484. 
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badge  of  fraud  than  it  would  be  in  almost  any  other        1840. 
instance." 

Mr.  K.  Parker  for  Osbom. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  the  present  corpora* 
don  of  Northampton^  contended  that  if  the  leases  were 
to  be  set  aside,  they  must  be  cancelled  in  toto,  without 
leaving  the  covenants  of  the  corporation  in  force  for  the 
benefit  of  the  lessee,  Aitorney^General  v.  Morgan  {a) ; 
and  further,  that  the  present  corporation  was  not  in 
the  position  of  their  predecessors  to  the  extent  of  ren- 
dering them  liable  for  the  breaches  of  trust  of  the  old 
corporation,  and  that  the  liability  for  any  defaults  of 
the  former  corporation,  did  not  attach  as  a  lien  on  the 
corporate  property.  They  cited  the  Jitomey^General  v. 
The  Corporation  of  Exeter  (6),  Attomey^General  v.  The 
Corporation  of  East  Retford,  (c) 

Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr.  Wfiitworth  for  the  new  trustees 
of  the  charity,  who  had  been  brought  before  the  Court 
by  supplemental  bill. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

If  the  leases  have  merged  in  the  void  conveyance,  the 
anus  is  on  the  Defendants  to  shew  an  equity  to  re-es- 
tablish them. 
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1840.  utterly  irreconcileable  with  every  principle  on  which 
charity  property  can  be  advantageously  dealt  with  to 
allow  such  a  transaction  as  this  to  stand.  It  has  been 
truly  said,  that  when  a  considerable  benefit  would  be 
gained  to  a  charity,  the  Court  itself  would  order  an 
alienation  of  charity  property ;  and  from  this  it  is  aligned 
that  on  clear  and  decided  evidence  of  its  being  manifestly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  charity,  a  trustee  might  be  justified 
in  doing  that  which  under  similar  circumstances  the 
Court  itself  would  do ;  such  cases  have  certainly  from 
time  to  timci  been  put,  but  this  is  not  one  of  such  cases. 
I  apprehend  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  in  any 
ordinary  mind,  that  the  last  transaction  here  com- 
plained of  must  be  set  aside. 

That  being  so,  then  arises  the  question,  whether  the 
former  transactions  ought  to  be  sustained.  As  Xq  grant- 
ing leases  of  charity  property^  it  is  certainly  a  strong 
proposition  to  lay  down,  that  the  trustees  of  a  charity 
have  the  same  powers  which  a  prudent  owner  has  with 
respect  to  his  own  property :  there  may  perhaps  be  dida 
which  go  almost  to  that  extent,  but  I  apprehend  that 
much  more  is  expected  from  trustees  acting  for  a 
permanent  charity,  than  can  be  expected  from  the  or- 
dinary prudence  of  a  man  in  dealings  between  himself 
and  other  persons.  A  man  acting  for  himself  may  in- 
dulge his  own  caprices,  and  consider  what  is  convenient 
or  agreeable  to  himself,  as  well  as  what  is  strictly  pru- 
dent, and  his  prudential  motives  cannot  afterwards  be 
separated  from  the  others  which  may  have  governed  him. 
Trustees  of  a  charity  within  the  limits  of  their  authority, 
whatever  they  may  be,  should  be  guided  only  by  a  de- 
sire to  promote  the  lasting  interest  of  the  charity. 

Without  entering  into  the  question  upon  whom  the 
onus  of  proof  lies  in  such  a  case  as  this,  I  must  say,  that 
on  looking  into  these  transactions^  and  having  r^ard  to 

their 
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their  nature,  and  the  evidence  as  to  the  state  and  value  ilf  *2l. 

of  the  property  at  the  time,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  Attobnet 

lease  of  1769  was  an  imprudent  transaction,  and  there-  General 
fore  I  do  not  think  that  I  can  set  it  aside.  Kijuu 

With  respect  to  the  lease  of  1 784,  looking  again  at  the 
evidence  of  the  value  so  long  ago  as  the  year  1763,  at  the 
length  of  the  lease  then  subsisting  and  unexpired,  and 
considering  that  it  could  not  by  possibility  be  prudent 
or  advantageous  to  the  charity,  to  add  to  that  long  re- 
versionary term  of  sixty  two  years  and  three  quarters 
already  existing,  a  further  reversionary  term  of  thirty- 
nine  years,  and  having  regard  to  the  covenant  contained 
in  that  lease,  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  a  lease  which  can 
be  sustained.  I  must  set  aside  the  conveyance  of  1791, 
and  the  lease  of  1784*,  but  not  disturb  the  lease  of  1769. 

The  charity  having  equity,  must  on  its  part  do 
equity,  and  the  question  is,  what  ought  to  be  done 
with  regard  to  the  very  great  and  valuable  expenditure 
which  has  been  made?  If  it  has  been  made  with  refer- 
ence only  to  the  enjoyment  under  the  existing  lease  of 
1769,  nothing  will  be  due ;  but  if  it  has  been  made,  not 
only  with  reference  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  under  the 
first  lease,  but  in  consequence  of  the  extension  of  the 
lease  in  1784*,  then  I  think,  it  would  be  no  more  than 
just  and  reasonable  towards  the  estate  of  Dr.  Kerr^  that 
some  compensation  should  be  made  to  him  in  that  re- 
spect. Some  inquiry  must  be  had  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  (if  it  be  susceptible  of  ascertainment)  what, 
if  anything,  has  been  laid  out  with  reference  to  the 
extended  enjoyment  which  Dr.  Kerr  was  led  by  the 
corporation  to  suppose  he  was  entitled  to,  and  which  he 
would  not  otherwise  have  laid  out ;  but  no  ornamental 
expenditure  can  be  allowed. 

I  cannot  give  the  corporation  any  costs.  I  consider  it 
to  be  a  continuing  corporation :  though  it  is  very  com- 

Ff  3  mon 
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inon  to  designate  tlie  corporation  in  its  old  state,  and  in 
its  new  state,  as  the  old  corporation  and  the  new  cor- 
poration, yet  for  the  purposes  here  in  question  there  is 
no  distinction  between  them.  It  is  the  same  corporation 
under  a  new  government.  The  act  of  this  corporation 
having  rendered  these  proceedings  necessary,  I  cannot 
give  them  their  costs. 


PRIDE  V.  FOOKS. 


1839.' 
Nov.  SS. 

1840. 
March  3. 

A  trustee  who  HPHE  testator  Thomas  Webb  by  his  will,  dated  in  1805, 
l^the  will  of  after  certain  devises  and  bequests,  gave  and  devised 

Se  testator  to  ^\\  hjg  freehold  and  personal  estate,  and  the  sum  of  7000/. 
sidueincoQ-    Stock  in  the  3  per  cent  consolidated  annuities,  to  the 

sols,  and  to  Defendant  Thomas  FooJcs  upon  trust,  with  all  convenient 
accumulate  ^  i_-     j  u 

the  dividends,  speed,  to  sell  his  estates,  and  after  payment  of  his  debts, 

ino^age^f  funeral  expenses,  and  legacies,  in  trust  to  place  and 
real  estate:  he  invest  all  the  residue  in  the  name  of  Thomas  Fooks  in 
to  make  good  ^  P^^  ^^^t.  consolidated  annuities,  in  addition  to  the  said 

the  amount  of  ^^jq^\^  ^f  7000/.  already  there,  and  the  testator  directed 

stock  which 

would  have      that  Thomas  FooJcs  should  from  time  to  time  receive  the 

been  pur-      ^  interest  ordividends  arising  from  the  whole  of  such  funded 

sols,  together  property, 

with  the 

amount  of  accumulation  which  would  have  been  produced  by  a  proper  investment 
of  the  dividends  of  such  stock. 

A  trustee  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  allowed  the  general  costs  of  an  administra- 
tion suit  as  l^tween  solicitor  and  client,  but  was  ordered  to  pay  so  much  as  had 
been  occasioned  by  his  breach  of  trust. 

Property  was  directed  to  be  accumulated  for  such  children  as  A,t  S.»  and  C 
should  leave  at  their  deaths ;  with  power  to  the  trustee  to  apply  such  part  of 
the  income,  as  in  his  judgment  might  be  proper,  for  their  education  and  mainte- 
nance during  their  minority,  and  for  their  future  advancement  in  life.  Held,  as 
to  a  daughter  of  C,  that  the  power  for  maintenance  did  not  cease  on  her  marriage, 
but  that  it  ceased  on  her  attaining  twenty-one :  and  as  to  the  power  of  advance- 
ment, that  it  continued,  notwithstanding  she  had  attained  twenty-one  and  had  mar- 
ried, and  notwithstanding  the  period  for  accumulation  limited  by  the  Thdliuson  Act 
had  expired* 
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property^  and  after  paying  and  discharging  the  several 
annuities  thereinbefore  bequeathed,   invest,  and  place 
the  residue  of  such  dividends  and  interests  in  the  name 
of  the  said  Thomas  Fooks  in  the  said  S  per  cent,  an- 
nuities in  augmentation  as  well  of  the  said  stock  of 
70002.  already  there,  as  of  the  addition  or  accumulation 
from  time  to  time  to  be  made  thereto,  by  and  out  of  the 
said  trust  estate,  which  the  testator  directed  should  con- 
tinue to   be  increased   in  such  manner,   and  remain 
vested  in  Thomas  Fooks^  in  trust  for  and  for  the  only 
benefit  of  such  child  or  children  as  his  nephews  and 
niece  Walter^  Thomas^  and  Dorothy  should  leave  at  the 
time  of  their  respective  deceases,  and  to  be  paid  and 
divided  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  one  third  part  thereof  to 
the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Walter  Pride^  and  if  but 
one  child  only,  then  the  whole  to  such  only  child,  but 
if  more  than  one,  then  unto  all  such  children,  in  equal 
proportions,  and  the  two  remaining  third  parts  thereof 
to  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Thomas  and  Dorothy  in 
like  manner ;  and  in  case  either  of  his  nephews  and  niece 
should  happen  to  die  without  leaving  any  children  or  a 
child  lawfully  begotten,  then  he  directed  that  such  third 
part  should  go  and  be  paid  to  the  children  or  child  of 
the  other  or  others  leaving  children  or  a  child  in  equal 
proportions,  if  more  than  one.     And  in  case  all  his  said 
nephews  and  niece  should  happen  to  die  without  leaving 
any  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  he  directed  that  the 
whole  residue  of  his  said  estates  should  go  and  be  paid 
to  the  three  children  of  Peter  Gapper  deceased,  by  Jane 
his  wife,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions.   And  the  testa- 
tor authorised  the  said  Thomas  Fooks  from  time  to  time 
^  to  apply  so  much  and  such  part  of  the  income  of  his 
said  estate  as  in  his  judgment  might  be  sufficient  and 
proper^  Jbr  the  education  and  maintenance  of  the  children 
qfhh  nepheaas  and  niece  during  their  minority^  and  for 
iheirjfiture  advancement  in  life!^ 

Ff  4  The 
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The  will  contained  the  usual  trustee  clauses^  that  he 
should  only  be  accountable  for  losses  happening  through 
his  wilful  neglect  and  misconduct,  and  that  he  naight 
reimburse  himself  all  costs,  charges,  and  expences* 


The  testator  died  on  the  17th  o^  December  1808,  and 
Foots,  who  proved  his  will,  received  in  March  1810  a 
sum  of  6275/.  which  he  invested  on  a  mortgage  of  real 
estates.  By  this  bill  which  was  filed  by  Walter  Pride 
(since  dead)  and  Dorothy  WorsdaU^  it  was  sought  to 
charge  the  Defendant  Fooks  with  a  breach  of  trust  in 
thus  investing  the  fund,  instead  of  laying  it  out  in  con- 
sols, pursuant  to  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  to  make  him 
responsible  for  such  a  sum  as  would  have  been  pro- 
duced, if  the  fund  had  been  properly  invested,  and  the 
dividends  accumulated;  the  bill  also  prayed  that  the 
interest  of  all  parties  in  the  residue  might  be  declared, 
and  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken* 

The  only  children  of  the  testator's  nephews  and  niece 
were  the  two  daughters  of  Dorothy^  namely,  Elizabeth 
Anne^  who  was  born  in  October  1799,  and  married 
Francis  Cottle  in  January  1819,  and  died  in  1827 
leaving  three  children ;  and  Caroline  Frances,  who  was 
born  in  January  l%\l,  and  married  George  Fowler  in 
June  1829.  To  these  daughters  and  their  &milies  the 
trustee  had  made  advances  as  atler  stated. 


When  the  cause  came  on  in  July  18S5  it  was  declared 
that  the  accumulations  ought  to  have  ceased  on  the 
17th  of  December  1829 ;  and  as  to  the  breach  of  trust  it 
was  declared  that  the  6275/.  received  by  Fooks  in  March 
1810,  ought  to  have  been  invested  in  consols  according  to 
the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  enquire  what  sum  of  S/.  per  cent,  annuities, 
according  to  the  market  price,  might  have  been  pur- 
chased 
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chased  with  the  6275/.  on  that  day,  and  what  sum  of 
stock  would  have  arisen  from  the  accumulations  of  the 
dividends  of  such  stock  from  the  25th  day  of  March 
1810  to  the  17th  oi  December  1829,  if  the  same  had 
been  accumulated  pursuant  to  the  trusts  of  the  testator's 
will ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  Defendant  Fooks  was 
bound  to  make  good  the  same.  The  Master  was  also 
directed  to  enquire,  what  sums  had  been  paid  or  allowed 
by  Fooks  for  the  maintenance,  education,  or  advance- 
ment in  life  of  die  respective  children  of  the  testator's 
nephews  and  niece. 


Pride 


V, 

Fooks- 


The  Master  by  his  report,  dated  the  12th  of  Jidtf 
1 838,  found  that  the  sum  of  6275/.  would  have  purchased 
9110/.  S  per  cent,  consols  on  the  26th  of  March  1810 ; 
and  that  10,510/*  3  per  cent,  consols  would  have  arisen 
from  the  accumulation  of  the  dividends  on  the  9110/. 
3  per  cent,  consols  from  the  26th  of  March  1810 
to  the  17th  of  December  1829,  if  the  same  had  been 
accumulated. 

As  to  the  maintenance  and  advancements  be  found 
the  circumstances  hereinafter  stated.  It  appeared  also 
from  the  accounts  that  Fooks  had  from  1809  to  1834 
retained  balances  of  the  trust  monies  in  his  hands, 
varying  from  2600/.  downwards. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions,  and  at 
this  time  both  the  nephews  had  died,  without  leaving 
any  children. 

The  questions  which  now  arose  were  as  follows :  — - 


Firsts  as  to  whom  the  accumulations  of  the  trust 
fund,  subsequent  to  December  1829  (being  twenty-one 
years  from  the  testator's  death)  belonged,  such  subse- 
quent 
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18S9.       quent  accumulations  being  void  under  the  ITielbtssm 
Act.  {a) 

The  second  question  arose,  under  the  power  of  maio- 
tenance  and  advancement,  out  of  the  following  circum- 
stances which  appeared  upon  the  Master's  report :  — 

On  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Cottle^  the  daughter  of  the 
testator's  niece  Dorothy^  which  took  place  in  Januar^l 
1819,  a  settlement  was  made.     The  husband  was    a 
schoolmaster,  and,  not  succeeding  in  his  profession,  time 
trustee,  at  the  request  of  the  Plaintiffs  Walter  Pride  and 
Dorothy  WorsdaU^  was  induced  to  make  various  ad- 
vances, to  the  amount,  in  the  whole,  of  650/1,  for  the 
maintenance  of  Mrs.  Cottle  and  her  family ;  at  what 
times    the    several    sums   constituting  this   aggr^te 
amount  were  advanced  did  not  appear ;  but  Mrs.  Cottk^ 
having  been  born  in  October  1 799,  and  married  vajanmafj 
1819,  she  was  then  only  nineteen  years  old,  and  some 
of  the  sums  may  have  been  advanced  before  and  others 
after  she  attained  twenty-one  years  of  age.     The  allow- 
ance of  any  part  of  these  advances  of  650/.  to  Mrs.  Cotik 
and  her  family  was  objected  to. 

Mrs.  Cottle  died  on  the  SOth  o^  April  1827,  leaving 
issue  three  children,  and  leaving  hei*  husband  in  poor 
circumstances ;  and  the  trustee,  Mr.  Fooks,  after  her 
death,  advanced  to  her  surviving  husband  50/.  a  year  for 
the  five  following  years,  to  enable  him  to  support  the 
three  children,  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  allowance 
of  this  sura  was  objected  to  by  those  who  might  become 
entitled  to  the  fund  in  the  events  provided  by  the  will. 

Mrs.  Foolery  the  other  daughter  of  the  testator's  niece 
Dorothy i  married  in  June  1829,  when  she  was  between 

^eighteen 

{a)  99  &  40  Cr.  5.  c.  98. 
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eighteen  and  nineteen  years  of  age.  She  married  with- 
out the  advice  or  knowledge  of  the  trustee,  and  no  set- 
tlement was  made  upon  her ;  but  her  husband  being  in 
very  humble  circumstances,  and  unable  to  maintain  her, 
the  allowance  which  had  previously  been  made  for 
maintenance  was  continued  for  her. 


The  husband  having  no  house  or  place  of  residence, 
the  payments  on  this  account  were  actually  made  to 
the  mother  Dorothy  Worsdalcj  but  on  account  of  the 
daughter,  and  for  her  maintenance.  They  amounted  in 
the  whole  to  196/.  135.  4(2.,  and  were  continued  from 
the  time  of  the  marriage  in  June  1829,  till  the  end 
of  the  year  1833.  Mrs.  Fffmler  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years  on  the  2d  of  January  1832.  Al- 
though no  settlement  was  made  on  Mrs.  Fowler*s  mar- 
riage^ it  appeared  that  after  the  marriage,  Mr.  FookSf  the 
trustee,  advanced  to  Mrs.  Fowler  the  sum  of  67/.  85.  7^., 
to  provide  her  with  things  necessary  by  way  of  outfit. 
These  advances  to  Mrs.  Fender  were  also  objected  to. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.^.  S.  FolletU  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
contended  that  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled  to  the 
income  arising  and  which  might  arise  from  the  property 
subsequent  to  the  17th  oi  December  1829,  until  the  pro- 
perty became  distributable ;  McDonald  v.  Bryce{a),  Eyre 
▼•  Marsden  (b) ;  and  they  insisted  that  the  Defendant 
Fooks  ought  to  account  for  the  balances  which  had 
remained  in  his  hands,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent.; 
Turner  v.  Turner,  (c) 


They  contended  also  that  the  payments  made  by  Mr. 
JPookt^  after  the  marriages  of  Mrs.  Cottle  and   Mrs. 

Fender^ 

(a)  2  Keen^  276.  (c)  1  Jac.  4*  W.  39. 

(^}  lb.  564. 


436 


1839. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

FffmUVi  were  not  authorised  by  the  power  and  ought 
not  to  be  allowed,  as  after  their  marriages  their  bus- 
,  bands  became  legally  bound  to  maintain  them.  They 
also  argued,  that  the  payments  to  Mr.  CoMe  and  his 
children,  subsequently  to  his  wife's  death  ought  to  be 
disallowed ;  and  that  the  power  of  advancement  ceased 
on  her  marriage,  or,  at  least,  at  the  time,  when  under 
the  Tliellusson  Act,  the  income  was  given  to  the  next  of 
kin ;  they  likewise  insisted  that  Fooks  ought  to  bear  the 
costs  of  the  suit  rendered  necessary  by  his  misconduct, 
and  that  the  extra  costs  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
general  estate,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  Eyie  v.  Marsden.  {a) 


Mr.  Tinney  for  the  representatives  of  the  widow,  and 

Mr.  Bethelly  for  the  representatives  of  one  of  the  next 
of  kin,  contended  that  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled  to 
the  dividends  of  the  sum  which  would  have  been  pro- 
duced if  the  money  had  been  properly  invested  in  the 
funds,  and  consisted  on  the  17th  of  December  1829,  of 
19,620/.  consols. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Twmer^  for  Mrs.  jPo«2fr, 
contended  that  the  power  for  maintenance  alone  was 
limited  to  the  minority  of  the  objects,  and  did  not 
cease  on  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Fawlery  and  that  the  power 
of  advancement  continued  after  her  majority  and  was 
not  determined  by  her  marriage.  They  asked  a  refer* 
ence  to  the  Master,  to  approve  of  a  proper  sum  to  be 
allowed  for  her  future  advancement.  They  cited  M^Der^ 
mott  V.  Kedly.  (i) 


Mr.  Coopei'  for  Mr.  Cottle. 


(fl)  4  Mifl.  <f  Cr.  251. 


Mr. 


{b)  Z  Ruu.  S64.  n. 
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Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  G.  Russelly  for  Fooks,  contended 
that  the  several  advances  had  been  properly  and  bond 
fide  made,  and  ought  to  be  allowed  to  the  trustee; 
that  Fooks  was  not  responsible  to  the  next  of  kin,  for 
whom  he  had  not  undertaken  any  trust ;  that  interest 
on  balances  was  by  no  means  of  course,  and  ought  not 
to  be  allowed  in  this  case,  Tchhs  v.  Carpenter  (a) ;  as 
to  costs,  they  contended  that  Fooks  ought  not  to  pay 
the  whole  costs  of  the  suit,  which  was  for  administering 
the  estate,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  next  of 
kin  entitled  to  the  income,  subsequent  to  the  time  when 
the  accumulations  were  forbidden  by  the  Thellusson 
Act ;  and  that  there  ought  to  be  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
balances  from  time  to  time  in  the  hands  of  Fooks,  and 
whether  the  same  were  required  for  the  purposes  of  the 
trusts  contained  in  the  testator's  wiU,  with  liberty  for  the 
Master  to  state  special  circumstances,  and  an  inquiry 
as  to  what  would  have  been  produced  from  the  ac- 
cumulations if  the  balances  had  been  properly  invested. 
That  Fooks  was  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  suit  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  he  paying  so  much  as  had 
been  occasioned  by  his  breach  of  trust.  His  Lordship 
reserved  his  decision  on  the  other  points. 


27ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  questions  reserved  in  this  case  were,  first,  whe- 
ther the  trustee  was  justified  in  paying  any  sums  of 
money  for  the  maintenance  of  Mrs.  Cottle  and  Mrs. 
FovoleTf  after  they  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ; 
secondly,  whether  the  trustee  was  justified  in  paying 

any 
(a)  1  Had.  S90. 


March  9. 
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any  sums  of  money  to  Mr.  Cottle  for  the  maintenance  of 
himself  and  the  children  of  his  deceased  wife;  and, 
thirdly,  whether  Mrs.  Fender^  notwithstanding  her  mar- 
riage and  the  attainment  of  her  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
is  entitled  to  any  allowance  or  payment  for  her  future 
advancement  in  life. 


The  testator,  Mr.  Wehh^  died  on  the  17th  of  Deceniber 
1808  :  he  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  Mr.  jFbois,  tobe 
invested  and  accumulated,  and  directed  that  the  accu- 
mulated fund  should  be  vested  in  Mr.  Fooks  for  such 
children  as  his  nephews  and  niece  should  leave  at  their 
respective  deceases,  one  third  part  to  go  to  the  children 
of  each  nephew  or  niece ;  and,  after  providing  for  the 
events  of  all  or  any  of  his  nephews  or  niece  dying  with- 
out  leaving  any  child,  he  empowered  the  trustee  from 
time  to  time  to  apply  so  much  of  the  income  of  the 
estate  as,  in  the  judgment  of  the  trustee,  might  be  soffi- 
cient  and  proper  for  the  education  and  maintenance  of 
the  children  of  the  nephews  and  niece  during  their 
minority,  and  for  their  future  advancement  in  life. 

[His  Lordship  having  stated  the  circumstances  which 
had  occurred  subsequently  to  the  testator's  death,  pro- 
ceeded.] At  what  times  the  several  sums  constituting 
the  aggregate  amount  of  650/.  were  advanced  for  the 
maintenance  of  Mrs.  Cottle  and  her  family,  does  not  ap- 
pear; but  Mrs.  Cottle  was  born  in  October  1799,  and 
married  in  Janmiry  1819,  so  that  she  was  then  only 
nineteen  years  old,  and  some  of  the  sums  may  have 
been  advanced  before,  and  others  after,  she  attained 
twenty-one  years  of  age. 


The  allowance  of  any  part  is  objected  to,  and  I  think, 
that  as  to  such  part  as  was  advanced  after  October 
1820,  when  she  came  of  age,  the  objection  is  good  upon 

the 
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the  words  of  the  will ;  but  that,  as  to  the  sams  advanced        1840. 
during  the  minority  of  Mrs.  Cottle^  although  she  was 
married,  the  same  ought  to  be  allowed  to  the  trustee. 

The  allowance  of  50/.  a  year,  for  the  five  years  fol- 
lowing the  death  of  Mrs.  Cottle^  by  the  trustee  to  her 
surviving  husband,  to  enable  him  to  support  the  three 
children,  is  also  objected  to  by  those  who  may  be  en- 
titled to  the  fund  in  the  events  provided  by  the  will ; 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  objection  is  well  founded, 
and  consequently  that  these  sums,  the  payment  of  which 
is  not  authorised  by  the  will,  cannot  be  allowed  to  the  > 
trustee. 

As  to  the  allowance  for  maintenance,  made  by  the 
trustee  to  Mrs.  Fender^  I  have  already  expressed  my 
opinion  that  the  payments,  up  to  the  time  when  she 
came  of  age,  ought  to  be  allowed. 

On  considering  the  words  of  the  will,  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  the  subsequent  payments  ought  to 
be  allowed ;  and  I  must  therefore  order  the  disallow- 
ance of  so  much  of  the  sum  of  196/.  135. 4^.  as  was  paid 
for  or  on  account  of  the  maintenance  of  Mrs.  Fowler 
after  the  2d  day  o^  January  1832. 

Although  no  settlement  was  made,  it  appears  that 
after  the  marriage,  Mr.  Fooks,  the  trustee,  advanced  to 
Mrs.  Fowler  the  sum  of  67/.  8^.  7A  to  provide  her  with 
things  necessary  by  way  of  outfit;  and  I  think  that  that 
ram  may  without  impropriety  be  allowed  as  an  advance- 
ment 

Finding  myself  under  the  necessity  of  disallowing 
these  considerable  sums  to  Mr.  Foots  on  passing  his 
accounts,  I  think  it  right  to  observe  that  the  payments, 

though 
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though  not  made  according  to  the  authority  which  he 
possessed  when  strictly  considered,  appear  to  have  all 
of  them  been  honestly  and  bonhjfide  made  for  the  benefit 
of  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  and  at  the  request 
of  their  nearest  relation:  there  is  no  doubt  that  he 
meant  fairly  and  acted  as  he  thought  for  the  best,  and  did 
what  was,  in  fact,  beneficial  to  the  persons  for  whom 
the  payments  were  made ;  and  if  this  Court  could  sup- 
ply the  want  of  authority  under  the  will,  this  is  a  case 
in  which  it  would  be  done. 


But  it  b  claimed  for  Mrs.  Fafaier  that  provision  ought 
now  to  be  made  for  her  future  advancement  in  life. 
The  testator  authorised  the  trustee  to  apply  a  suflScient 
part  of  the  income  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children 
during  their  minority,  and  for  their  future  advancement 
in  life. 

It  is  argued  for  Mrs.  Fctuiery  that  the  words  **  future 
advancement  in  life"  are  not  connected  with  the  word 
*^  minority,"  so  as  to  deprive  the  trustee  of  his  power 
to  apply  the  income  for  her  future  advancement  in  life, 
even  after  she  has  attained  her  majority. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  that  advancement, 
as  well  as  maintenance,  were  intended  to  be  allowed 
only  during  minority ;  that  Mrs.  FcnsHer^  on  her  mar- 
riage, ceased  to  be  an  object  of  the  power;  that  the 
question  of  advancement  was  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  trustee,  who  refuses  to  advance;  and  that,  by  the 
expiration  of  twenty-one  years,  there  is  no  subject  upon 
whom  the  power  can  operate. 


It  does  not  appear  to  me  that,  upon  the  construction 
of  the  will,  the  power  of  the  trustee  to  apply  part  of  the 
income  for  the  future  advancement  in  life  of  the  chil- 
dren. 
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dren,  ceased  with  the  minority  of  the  chiidreD,  or  that, 
by  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  years,  there  has  ceased 
to  be  any  subject  for  the  power  to  operate  upon.  The 
act  which  prevents  accumulations  applies  only  to  that 
which  was  meant  to  be  accumulated, — to  the  residue 
after  the  purposes  which  continue  lawful  are  answered ; 
not  to  any  thing  which  it  was  within  the  duty  or  the 
legal  competence  of  the  trustee  to  do,  as  against  the  ac- 
cumulation if  the  accumulation  had  been  allowed  to 
proceed:  a  great  difference  is  indeed  effected  in  the 
parties  who  are  interested  to  oppose  any  application  of 
the  income  which  would  otherwise  have  accumulated, 
but  no  difference  in  the  power  or  duty  to  apply  the 
income  in  a  mode  durected  by  the  will,  which  continues 
lawful. 


1840. 


I  do  not  find  that  in  point  of  fact  the  trustee  re- 
fuses to  apply  any  part  of  the  income  to  the  future 
advancement  in  life  of  Mrs.  Foxier;  he  declines,  and 
necessarily  under  the  circumstances,  to  act  without  the 
sanction  of  the  Court,  but  that  is  all ;  and  I  think  that 
Mrs.  Fonder  is  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  this,  if  the  case 
be  proper  for  her  relief. 

The  remaining  point  is,  that  upon  the  marriage  she 
ceased  to  be  an  object  of  the  power;  and  to  be  sure  you 
cannot  advance  a  woman  who  is  already  married  by 
obtaining  a  marriage  for  her :  she  is  precluded  from  any 
mode  of  future  advancement  which  is  inconsistent  or 
incompatible  with  the  connexion  she  has  formed,  and 
the  condition  in  life  in  which  she  has  placed  herself; 
bat  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  she  is  therefore 
precluded  from  the  capacity  of  receiving  the  benefit 
of  any  application  of  money  for  her  future  advancement 
in  life. 


Vol.  II. 
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I  conceive  that  there  may  be  various  modes  in  which, 
notwithstanding  her  marriage,  and  without  interfering 
with  the  condition  in  which  her  marriage  has  placed 
her,  money  may  be  efficiently  applied  for  her  advance- 
ment in  life ;  and  although  no  specific  mode  of  appli- 
cation has  been  suggested,  and  I  think  that  for  that 
reason  I  cannot  make  a  reference  to  the  Master  on  the 
subject,  yet  it  appears  to  me  that  I  ought  to  declare 
that  notwithstanding  her  marriage,  and  the  attainment 
of  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  she  is,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  this  will,  entitled  to  have  a  portion  of  the 
income  of  the  accumulated  fund  applied  for  her  future 
advancement,  and  I  give  her  liberty  to  apply. 


March  30. 


AMBLER  V.  TEBBUTT. 


Several 
actions  and 
suits  being 
pending  be- 
tween the 
Plaintiff  and 
Defendant, 
one  of  such 
actions  came 
on  for  trial  in. 
the  Queen's 


^ INHERE  were  several  actions  at  law  and  suits  in 
equity  depending  between  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant One  of  the  actions  coming  on  for  trial  in  the 
Queen's  Bench,  on  the  13th  of  December  1839,  "all 
matters  in  difference,  including  the  suits  at  law  and  in 
equity  then  depending  between  the  pardes,"  were  by 
consent  referred  to  arbitration,  and  the  reference  was 
Bench,  when     made  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

by  consent,  all 
matters  in  dif- 
ference in-  On  the  23d  of  December,  the  solicitors  of  the  PlaintiflS 

eluding  the  ' 

suits  at  law  and  in  equity  issued  and  served  subpcenas  to  hear  judgment 
d"  pending  be"  ^^  ^^^  suits,  and  set  down  the  causes  on  the  registrar's 
tweenthepar-  book  for  hearin^r.     They  also  took  proceedinirs.  in  the 

ties,  were,  by  6  J  F  ©^  ^ 

consent,  re-  VcUecn  S 

ferred  to  arbitration.  The  Plaintiff,  in  equity,  afterwards  served  a  subpoeua  to 
hear  judgment  and  set  down  the  causes.  The  Court,  on  motion,  set  aside  the 
subpoena  with  costs,  and  struck  out  the  causes  from  the  list. 
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Queen's  Bench,  to  vary  the  order  of  reference  and  limit 
it  to  that  particular  action ;  in  this  however  they  were 
unsuccessful. 

It  was  now  moved^  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  subpoenas  to  hear  judgment  might  be  set  aside  with 
costs,  and  that  the  causes  might  be  struck  out  of  the 
registrar's  book. 

Mr.  J.  Bussell  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  contrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  having  refused  to  vary  the  order  of 
reference,  it  remained,  in  its  generality  as  asserted  by 
the  Defendant  and  denied  by  the  Plaintiff;  the  conse- 
quence was,  that  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  were  in  error 
when  they  sued  out  the  subpoena ;  that  he  therefore  had 
no  discretion,  but  must  order  the  subpoenas  to  hear 
judgment  to  be  set  aside  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  that  these  causes  be  struck  out  of  the  list 
of  causes  for  hearing. 
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Jan.  15. 50.  OLDFIELD  V.  COBBETT, 

F^,  11. 
March  30. 


Receiver's  ac-  ^T^HE  DeFendant  was   the  executor  and   residuary 

counts  were  -■•    legatee  of  \\is  father  Wm.  CohbelU     Shortly  aRer 

passed  m  the  ^ 

Master's  office  the  testator's  death  the  Plaintiff  instituted  this  creditor's 

of  Se  e^^^  ^^^  ^"^  ^^*  ''^'^^  ^*^*  subsequently  appointed  receiver 

cutor,  the  of  the  property. 

warrants 

having  been  mi            . 

regularly  The  receiver  having  passed  his  accounts  before  the 

deTin  ^li.  ^^«^»  «°d  P^id  ^^^^  *«  ^^^^^^  l^e  petitioned  to  be 

but  not  having  discharged  and  have  his  recognisances  vacated. 

warded  to  » r     »* 

him.    The  Mr*  Pembertofi  for  the  petition. 

Court,  under 

stances,  re-  '^^  Defendant  in  person  opposed  the  petition,  alleg- 

mitted  the  jpg  ^jj^t  there  were  inaccuracies  in  the  accounts,  and 

matter  to  the  ° 

Master's  of-  that  they  had  been  passed  in  his  absence,  he  not  having 

the'exe^tor  ^^^  personally  served  with  the  warrants,  as,  he  alleged, 

an  oppor-  had  been  directed  by  the  Master. 
tumt;jr  of  stat- 

tions  to  the  ^^  Master  of  the  Rolls  allowed  this  petition  to 

*^A  l?^f*  A  ^^^^  oveVf  to  give  the  Defendant  an  opportunity  of 

ant,  who  was  urging  his  objections  upon  a  cross  petition, 
the  executor 

and  residuary  '                             — "^ 
le^tee,  ob- 
tained an  The  Defendant  accordingly  presented  his  cross  pe- 
order  to  sue  ♦:♦•  „ 
m/ormdpau.  ^*^*°"- 
perit;  having 

afterwards  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  hearing  the  petition, 

nefit  of  the  ^^^  ^^  would  make  inquiries  as  to  what  had  been  done 

Insolvent  Act,  before  he  decided, 
he  was  dis- 
paupered, on  ^— — — iii.«,«iiii«i»^^ 
the  ground 
that  he  was  7»^ 

then  defending  in  hit  representative  character  only.' 
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7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

On  communicating  with  the  Master  on  this  case,  I 
find  that  he  never  did,  as  Mr.  Cobbett  has  supposed, 
order  that  he  should  be  personally  served  with  the 
warrants  for  attendance  at  his  office;  but  it  appears 
that  the  solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  Master,  and  for  the  convenience  of  Mr.  Cobbett^ 
consented  to  serve,  and  did  on  several  occasions,  in 
addition  to  regular  service  on  the  clerk  in  Court,  serve 
Mr.  Cohbett  with  such  warrants  personally,  or  at  a  place 
appointed  by  him  for  the  service. 


OLDnELD 
COUETT. 

Feb.  11. 


The  solicitor  for  the  receiver  appears  to  have  been 
no  party  to  any  such  arrangements:  he  served  the 
warrants  regularly  on  the  clerk  in  court,  and  did  not 
serve  them  on  Mr.  Cobbett  personally;  he  was  hot  bound 
to  do  so,  and  the  Master  finding  that  the  warrants  had 
been  regularly  served  on  the  clerk  in  court,  declined,  I 
think  properly,  to  delay  his  report. 


The  solicitor  for  the  receiver  proceeded  regularly  to 
obtain  the  report ;  but  it  nevertheless  appears  that,  in 
fact,  the  account  was  taken  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Cobbett 
the  executor;  and  although  the  warrants  were  duly 
served  on  his  clerk  in  court,  yet  that  communication 
between  Mr.  Cobbett  and  his  clerk  in  court  had  pre- 
viously ceased;  and  that  communication  may  have  ceased 
in  consequence  of  Mr.  Cobbett  having  been  induced  to 
rely  on  other  service,  which  the  solicitor  for  the  Plain- 
tiff had  made  through  indulgence.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  although  the  solicitor  for  the  receiver 
is  free  from  all  blame,  yet  as  Mr.  Cobbett  clearly  in- 
tended to  be  present  on  the  taking  of  the  accounts,  and 
may  have  relied  on  receiving  from  the  receiver  the 
indulgence  which  he  had  received  from  the  Plaintiff, 
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and  have  thus  been  deprived  of  the  means  of  attending 
the  Master  pursuant  to  the  warrants ;  I  think,  that  it  is 
not  unreasonable  to  give  him  now  an  opportunity  of 
stating  to  the  Master  what  are  his  objections  which  he 
has  to  make  to  the  receiver's  account;  and,  for  this 
purpose,  that  it  must  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to 
review  his  report* 


It  must,  however,  be  understood,  that  the  warrants 
are  to  be  served  in  the  usual  manner  upon  the  clerk  in 
court;  and  that  Mr.  Cdbbett  must  hereafter,  at  his  peril, 
take  notice  of  warrants  so  served. 


Monk  30. 


The  Defendant,  in  May  18S9,  obtained  an  order  to 
defend  in  Jbrmd  pauperis^  but  which  he  had  not  duly 
served.  The  Defendant  afterwards  took  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act 


A  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  Plaintiff  to  dis- 
charge the  order,  allowing  the  Defendant  to  defend  in 
forma  pauperis^  on  the  ground  that  this  indulgence  was 
extended  to  persons  who  sue  or  defend  in  their  own 
right,  and  not  to  executors  and  administrators. 

Mr.  Kindersletfy  in  support  of  the  petition,  contended, 
that  as  all  the  Defendant's  interest,  except  as  executor, 
bad  passed  to  his  assignee,  he  was  now  defending  the 
suit  in  his  representative  character  only ;  and  that,  by 
the  rules  of  the  Court,  he  could  not  do  so  in  formt 
pauperis  ;  he  cited  Paradice  v.  ShepparcL  (a) 


The  Defendant  in  person  opposed  the  application. 


The 


(a)  1  Dickens,  156,,  and  Beames  on  CosU^  App.  877. 
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Tke  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls  said,  the  Defendant  was  1840. 

defending  in  the  character  of  executor  only,  and  he  TT^^^^^ 

could  not  allow  him  to  do  so  \n  forma  pattperis  without  v, 

altering  the  established  practice.  Cobbett. 


SIDMOUTH  V.  SIDMOUTH.  April  sr,  as. 

rrtHE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  certain  sums  When  pro- 
•*■    which  had  been  purchased  in  the  funds,  by  Lord  choSed^bya' 
StaaoeU  in  the  name  of  his  only  son  Mr.  Scott^  and  the  P^^^  >"  the 
dividends  of  which  had,  with  the  concurrence  of  Mr.  child,  it  is 

Scoti,  been  received  by  Lord  St&weU  during  his  life,  P^^^fi^j^ 
'  •'  o  '  advancement; 

belonged  under  the  circumstances  to  the  estate  of  Mr.    the  implied 
Scott^  or  whether   Mr.  Scoit  was    a  trustee  for  his  vom-ofthe 

father.  person  paying 

the  mone^y 
does  not  m 

At  sue  different  times  in  the  years  1825  and  1826,  such  case 

•^  anse.    This 

namely,  on  the  4th  of  ilfoy,  the  27th  of  Jtdi/f  the  29th  presumption 
of  October,  and  the  24th  of  November  1825,  and  on  the  "eTi^tlSlbJ 
27th  of  January  and  the  24th  of  October  1826,  Lord  evidence,  ma- 
StameU  purchased  several  large  sums  in  the  funds  in  inten^on^^at 
the  name  of  bb  only  son  Mr.  Scott,  and  on  the  13th  of  ^{^^  child 
January  and  the  24th  of  October  1825,  and  on  the  Sd  of  trustee. 

Ausud  1826,  Mr.  Scott  executed  powers  of  attorney     Whereapur- 
®        ^  •  ,    *^  •'    chase  is  made 

authorising  Lord  Sto^ell  and  his  bankers  to  receive  by  a  parent  in 
the  dividends,  which,  it  appeared,  had  been  done,  and  chiid^'he*co-* 

,  the  temporaneous 

acts  and  de- 
claration^  of  the  parent  are  evidence  to  shew  that  the  child  shall  take  as  trustee 
only  $  but  the  subsequent  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parent  are  inadmissible  for 
thmtparpose. 

Monies  were  invested  in  the  funds,  by  a  father,  in  the  name  of  his  son,  the  di- 
vidends of  which  were  received  by  the  father  during  his  life,  under  a  power  of 
nttomey  from  the  ton :  Held,  after  his  death,  that  this  was  an  advancement,  and 
that  the  funds  belonged  to  the  son. 
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SiDMOUTH 

V, 
SiDMOUTH. 


the  amount  carried  to  the  credit  of  Lord  St€fmeWs  accoant 
with  his  bankers. 

It  did  not  appear  that  Mr.&o//  knew  of  the  pur- 
chases at  the  time  they  were  made,  and  in  two  of  the 
cases  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew  of  the  transfers, 
until  the  times  when  he  executed  the  powers  of  attomey, 
but  in  one  case  he  attended  at  the  Bank  with  his  father 
and  received  the  dividend  warrant,  which  he  handed 
over  to  Lord  Stawell. 


What  took  place,  at  the  time  Lord  StaooeU  directed 
the  purchases  to  be  made,  was  detailed  in  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  AddisoTif  then  a  clerk  of  Lord  SUmelTs  bankers, 
and  was  as  follows : — After  stating  that  Lord  StoweB'was 
in  the  habit  of  coming  to  his  bankers  when  he  had  some 
surplus  money  to  lay  out,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  di- 
rections as  to  its  investment,  and  that  the  witness  almost 
uniformly  saw  him  on  those  occasions ;  he  stated  ^  that 
a  conversation  of  this  sort  usually  occurred,  viz.,  after 
mentioning  that  he  had  some  spare  money  to  lay  out, 
he  would  say;  partly  as  if  deliberating  to  himself  and 
partly  as  if  speaking  to  witness,  <^  What  shall  I  boy  ? 
I   have  some  idea  of  buying  the  stock  in  my  son's 
name/'  and  after  hesitating  and  considering  for  a  short 
time,  he  would  add,  ^^  well,  I  think  I  will  buy  it  in  my 
son's  name,"  or  he  used  expressions  to  that  effect.     That, 
although  the  said  Lord  Stowell  now  and  then  evinced 
some  little  indecision  as  to  whose  name  the  stock  should 
be  purchased  in,  yet  that  all  the  purchases  of  stock 
which  he  made  from  the  4th  of  May  1825,  till  the  month 
of  October  1826,  were  with  one  exception  made  by  hi$ 
direction  in  the  name  of  his  son  William  ScotL    Tha^ 
the  witness  was  led  to  believe,  as  well  from  his  convert 
sations  with  Lord  Stowell^  as  from  the  manner  in  which- 
the  stock  was  dealt  with  and  treated,  that  Lord  Stawdt 

always 
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always  considered  that  the  stock,  so  purchased  in.  his 
said  son's  name,  still  remained  his  own  property." 

In  18  SO  Lord  Stowell  made  his  will  and  two  codicils, 
and  in  November  1831  he  made  a  third  codicil,  under 
ivhich  he  intended  Mr.  Scoit  to  take  considerable  benefits. 
He,  however,  died  in  November  1836f  and  his  father, 
XfOrd  Slowell^  died  two  months  afterwards,  in  January^ 
18S6. 
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There  was  some  evidence  of  his  lordship's  solicitor,  to 
the  effect  that  in  1829  and  in  1831,  at  an  interview  re- 
specting his  will.  Lord  StoweU  had  spoken  of  some 
property  which  Mr.  Scott  had  in  the  funds,  and  which 
be  had  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  amount 
intended  to  be  left;  to  him  by  Lord  StoweU. 

There  was  also  some  evidence  to  shew  that  in  the 
enumeration  of  Lord  StawelTs  property,  shortly  before 
his  death,  but  when  his  intellects  were  much  impaired 
by  age,  the  property  in  question  had  been  included. 

The  interests  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  in  the  funds 
in  question  were  as  follows :  —  the  Plaintifl^  Lady  5fW- 
mouthj  would  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the  funds  in 
question,  if  they  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  Mr.  Scott  s 
but  in  the  event  of  the  stock  forming  part  of  Lord  Stffa>^ 
cIPb  estate,  the  principal  Defendants  would,  under  the 
will  of  Lord  StoweU^  be  entitled  thereto,  in  the  event  of 
the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  witliout  issue. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  L.  Wigram,  for  the  Plaintiff 
Lady  Sidmouth,  contended  that  the  purchase  by  Lord 
StoweU  in  Mr.  Scoifs  name  was  an  advancement  to  the 
son,  and  did  not  make  him  a  trustee  for  his  father ;  and 
that  consequently  the  funds  in  question  formed  part  of 

Mr. 
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1840.       Mr.  Scat fs  estate,  and  belonged  to  the  Plaintifras  his 
j^*"^^^^^    general  kntee. 


V, 


SiDMouTH.        '];<ijgy  argaed  that  although  where  a  purchase  is  made 
in  the  name  of  a  stranger,  an  implied  trust  arises  in 
favour  of  him  who  pays  the  purchase  money ;  yet  that 
when  the  purchase  is  made  by  a  parent  in  the  name  of 
his  child,  the  presumption  is  that  it  is  made  as  an  ad- 
vancement, Finch  V.  Finch  (a),  and  that  the  onus  of 
proving  a  trust  attached  to  the  other  side.   That  the  fiict 
of  the  parent  remaining  in  possession  was  insufficient  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  law  in  favour  of  the  child. 
Tittflor  V.  Tca/lor  (6),  Dyer  v.  Dyer  (c) ;  that  the  rule  of 
law  was  thus  laid  down  in  Lord  Grey  v.  Lcufy  Grey  (<Q, 
^<  In  all  cases  whatsoever,  where  a  trust  shall  be  between 
father  and  son,  contrary  to  the  consideration  and  oper- 
ation of  law,  the  same  ought  to  appear  upon  very  plain 
and  coherent  and  binding  evidence,  and  not  by  toy 
argument  or  inference  from  the  father's  continuing  in 
possession  and  receiving  the  profits,  which  sometimes 
the  son  may  not  in  good  manners  contradict,  espedaOy 
where  he  is  advanced  but  in  part;  and  if  such  inference 
shall  not  be  made  by  the  father's  perception  of  profits 
it  shall  never  be  made  from  any  words  between  them  in 
common  discourse;  for  in  those  there  may  be  grett 
variety,  and  sometimes  apparent  contradictions.  There- 
fore, when  the  proof  is  not  clear  and  manifest,  the  Court 
ought  to  follow  the  law,  and  't  is  very  safe  so  to  da" 

They  also  contended  that  the  only  evidence  admissi- 
ble to  prove  a  trust,  must  be  of  facts  and  declarations 

cotemporaneous,  and  that  no  subsequent  acts,  or  i^ 

claradoDS 

(a)  15  Vet.  43.  4th  ed.  277.,  and  1  P.  WUB0fh 

(b)  ]  Atkins,  3S6.  US.  n.,  and  8  Cox,  9S. 

(c)  1  WtMm  on  Copyholdi.        (d)  Co.  tern.  Finch,  340,  ^ 

see  S  SuHifu  594. 
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dsratiiHis  of  a  parent  were  admissible,  in  evidence,  to 
>rove  that  a  trust  and  not  an  advancement,  was  in- 
ended  ;  that  ^^  nothing  ex  post  facto  could  ever  be  allowed 
o  alter  what  had  been  already  done."  Crahb  v.  Crabb,  (a) 
rbat  if  Mr.  Scott  had  executed  a  deed  of  trust  for  Lord 
^iaweU  for  life,  the  inference  would  be  irresistible  that 
t  was  intended  that  the  son  should  take  in  remainder 
beneficially;  that  the  power  of  attorney,  which  was  re- 
rocable,  and  would  lose  its  operation  on  the  death  of 
bf  r.  Seott^  was  still  stronger  in  proving  that  he  was  not 
irbolly  a  trustee  for  his  father.  That  the  obvious  pur- 
pose was  by  a  gift  itUer  vivos  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
probate  and  legacy  duty. 


1840. 


SlDMOUTH 
SlOM0IJTH« 


'Mr.' Hall  for  Lord  Sidmouth  and  Mr.  Chisholmej  a 
trusts,  submitted  to  any  decision  of  the  Court. 


M[r.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  H.  Williams^  for  the  repre- 
^Dtatives  of  Lord  Eldon^  and  Mr.  Pum5,  for  Mrs. 
%rsf^,  a  party  in  the  same  interest,  contended  there 
as  a  clear  trust  of  the  stock  in  favour  of  Lord  StorweU; 
at  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  rebut  the  ordinary' 
esumption  that  Mr.  Scott  was  to  take  beneficially, 
le  execution  by  him  of  the  powers  of  attorney  —  his 
laiescence  for  so  many  years  in  the  receipt  of  the 
ideods  by  his  fother,  shewed  plainly  that  the  father 
not  the  son  was  intended  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
stment.    That  the  fiict  of  a  father  retaining  posses- 
had  always  been  looked  on  as  strong  evidence  against 
Ivancement.    In  Woodman  v.  Morrel  {b)  a  daughter 
lecreed  to  resurrender  copyholds  on  that  ground; 
Q  Murless  v.  Franklin  (c),  it  was  considered  that 

possession 


3^/.  4" 'f*  51 1.';  and  see 
\  XUpim^  ib,  539.;  and 
v.  Franklin^  1  Sw€tru  15. 


{b)  Freeman^  C.  C.  32. 
(c)  1  Swtm.  17. 
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possession  taken  by  the  father  at  the  time,  would  amount 
to  evidence  to  show  that  the  father  intended  the  purchase 
for  his  own  benefit 

They  argued,  that  if  the  son  took  the  whole  beneficial 
interest,  the  father's  estate  might,  contrary  to  the  in- 
tention, be  accountable  for  the  receipts  of  the  very 
dividends ;  that  if  a  partial  interest  was  intended  to  be 
reserved  by  the  father,  then  the  onus  of  proving  the 
limits  of  that  interest  was  on  the  Plaintiff;  and  that 
it  might  fairly  be  assumed  that  Lord  Stawell  intended 
his  son  to  take  the  property,  only  in  the  event  of  his 
surviving  him. 

That  the  authorities  cited  were  dbtinguishable.  Tbe 
case  of  Lord  Grey  v.  Ijody  Grey  turned  on  this,  that 
the  son  joined  in  a  security  for  the  purchase-money.  In 
Taylor  v.  Taylor^  the  infancy  of  the  child  was  the  main 
point  relied  on,  as  it  would  be  absurd  to  appoiat  an 
infant  trustee ;  and  in  Crabb  v.  Crabby  the  testator  bad 
evinced  his  intention  by  directing  the  dividends  to  be 
paid  to  the  son. 

That  Mr.  Scott  was  adult  at  the  time,  and  living  with 
his  father,  and  that  no  marriage  or  settlement  in  life 
appeared  to  have  been  then  contemplated,  which  ren- 
dered such  a  provision  for  him  necessary.  They  also 
cited  Swift  dem.  Farr  v.  Davis,  (a) 

Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  Alljrey  for  Mr.  Sanderson^  i^ 

the  same  interest,  cited,  in  addition,  Stileman  v.  Ai' 

dawn  {b) J  Loyd  v.  Read{c)i  and  a  manuscript  case  of 

Loriet  v.  Loriety  before  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Noven^} 

1825. 

Mr. 

(a)  8  East,  354.  n.  (c)  1  P.  fVilUam,  606. 

{b)  a  Atk.  477. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  PlaintifT  in  this  cause  is  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  her  late  brother,  William  Scott j  and  as 
such  she  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  5500/.  three 
per  cents.,  the  sum  of  7000/.  three  per  cent,  reduced 
annuities,  and  the  sum  of  21,000/.  three  and  a  half  per 
cent,  annuities,  which  were  standing  in  the  name  of  Mr. 
Scott  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  the  Defendants  are,  Lord 
Sidmouth  and  Mr.  Chisholme  the  executors  of  Lord 
Stcmll  the  father  of  Mr.  Scott  and  of  the  Plaintiff, 
Elizabeth  Foster^  and  Richard  Burden  Sanderson^  who 
are  represented  to  be  two  of  the  next  of  kin  of  Lord 
StoweU  (exclusively  of  his  daughter  and  her  issue,)  and 
the  executors  of  the  late  Lord  Eldon,  who  is  repre- 
sented to  have  been  the  only  other  next  of  kin  of  Lord 
StaweU  (exclusively  of  his  daughter  and  her  issue.) 


1840. 


SiDMocnrH 

V, 
SiDMOQTB. 

April  28. 


Mr.  Scott  died  on  the  26th  of  Naoember^  1835,  in  the 
life  time  of  his  father.  Lord  StctweU^  who  died  on  the 
28th  of  January^  1836.  The  death  of  Mr.  Scott  was 
not  made  known  to  his  father,  and  for  some  time  after 
Lord  SttmelFs  death,  it  was  supposed  that  Mr.  Scott 
had  died  intestate,  and  on  this  supposition  administra- 
tion of  his  estate  was  granted  to  his  father's  executors, 
and  they  procured  the  sums  of  stock  which  are  in  ques- 
tion to  be  transferred  into  their  names.  After  the  will 
of  Mr.  Scott  was  discovered,  administration  of  his  estate 
y^as  granted  to  the  Plaintiff. 

By  the  will  of  Mr.  Scott^  the  whole  of  his  personal 
estate  was  bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiff.' 

By  the  will  of  Lord  StawelU  his  residuary  estate  is 
tontingently  given  in  trust  for  the  persons  who,  under 


454 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1840. 


SlDMOUTH 

V, 
SlDMOUTH. 


the  statute  of  distributions,  would  be  entided  to  his 
personal  estate  in  case  he  had  died  intestate  and  without 
issue*  • 

The  several  sums  of  stock  which  were  standing  in 
the  name  of  Mr*  Scott  at  the  time  of  his  death,  were  all 
of  them  purchased  by  the  directions  and  with  themonqr 
of  Lord  Stonoell ;  and  under  these  circumstances,  die 
Plaintiff  contends  that  the  stock  so  purchased  by  die 
father  in  the  name  of  the  son,  was  an  advancement  to 
him,  and  constituted  part  of  hb  estate^  and  now  bdong 
to  her  as  his  legal  personal  representative ;  whilst  the 
Defendants,  the  next  of  kin  (exclusively  of  the  Plaintiff 
and  her  issue)  contend  that  the  purchase  was  made 
under  circumstances  which  constitute  Mr.  ScoU  a  trustee 
for  his  father,  Lord  Stawellj  and  that,  notwithstanding 
the  transfer  of  the  stock  into  the  name  of  Mr.  Sofii% 
the  beneficial  interest  therein  was  vested  in  Lord  Stawik 
and  formed  part  of  his  estate,  and  upon  the  hfqppening 
of  the  contingency  contemplated  by  him  will  belong  to 
his  next  of  km. 


The  law  applicable  to  cases  of  this  nature  is  subject 
to  so  little  doubt  that  it  has  not  been  questioned  in  the 
argument  of  this  case.  Where  property  is  pordbaied 
by  a  parent  in  the  name  of  his  child,  the  purchase  is 
prim&  facie  to  be  deemed  an  advancement ;  the  resnltiif 
or  implied  trust  which  arises  in  favour  of  the  penon 
who  pays  the  purchase  money,  and  takes  a  conveyance 
or  transfer  in  the  name  of  a  stranger,  does  not  arise  in 
the  case  of  a  purchase  by  a  parent  in  the  name  of  a 
child ;  but  stiil  the  relation  of  parent  and  child  is  only 
evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parent  to  advance  the 
child,  and  that  evidence  may  be  rebutted  by  other 
evidence,  manifesting  an  intention  that  the  child  diall 
take  as  a  trustee ;  and  in  this  case,  as  in  most  others  of 
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the  like  kind,  the  only  question  is,  whether  there  is  such 
other  evidence. 

That  cotemporaneous  acts  and  even  cotemporaneous 
declarations  of  the  parent  may  amount  to  such  evidence, 
has  often  been  decided.  Subsequent  acts  and  declar- 
ations of  the  parent  are  not  evidence  to  support  the 
trust,  although  subsequent  acts  and  declarations  of  the 
child  may  be  so ;  but  generally  speaking,  we  are  to  look 
at  what  was  said  and  done  at  the  time. 


1840. 


810MOUTH 
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In  this  case,  the  only  evidence  shewing  what  was 
done  at  the  time  is  that  of  Mr.  Addisouj  who  says  that 
Lord  Siowell  was  in  the  habit  of  going  to  the  banking- 
house  of  Child  and  Co.  when  he  had  surplus  money  to 
lay  out,  and  that  on  such  occasions  a  conversation  of 
this  sort  usually  occurred,  viz.,  after  mentioning  that  he 
had  some  spare  money  to  lay  out,  he  would  say,  pardy 
as  if  deliberating  to  himself,  and  partiy  as  if  speaking 
to  witness,  <^  What  shall  I  buy  ?  I  have  some  idea  of 
buying  the  stock  in  my  son's  name;"  and  after  hesitat- 
ing and  considering  for  a  short  time,  he  would  add, 
**  Well,  I  think  I  will  buy  it  in  my  son's  name,**  or  he 
used  expressions  to  that  effect  The  witness  then  proves 
the  stock  to  have  been  purchased  by  the  directions  of 
Lord  SUmell  in  his  son's  name,  and  leaving  it  to  be 
supposed  that  the  vague  language  he  has  described  was 
employed  on  the  several  occasions  of  those  purchases, 
he  says  it  was  understood  by  the  bank  that  the  stock 
was  to  be  held  by  the  son  at  the  entire  and  absolute 
of  the  father. 


This  understanding  is  not  material,  as  we  are  to  con- 
aider  what  it  is  of  which  the  facts  are  evidence ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  species  of  deliberation  which  was 
Bmnifested  by  Lord  Stawell^  and  supposing  it  to  have 

occurred 
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occurred  on  every  occasion  of  transfer,  affords  no 
evidence  whatever  that  he  intended  his  son  to  be  a 
trustee  of  the  stock.  I  cannot  suppose  him  to  have 
been  ignorant  of  the  legal  effect  of  buying  the  stock  in 
the  name  of  his  son ;  and  it  seems  much  more  probable 
that  any  hesitation  which  he  evinced  was  occasioned  by 
a  deliberation  whether  he  should  or  not  make  an  ad- 
vancement for  his  son,  than  by  a  deliberation  whether 
he  should  or  not  make  his  son  a  trustee  for  him  at  a  time 
when  he  had  other  stock  standing  in  his  own  name;,  and 
in  which  it  does  not  appear  that  any  convenience  could 
be  obtained  by  making  his  own  son  a  trustee  for  him  of 
part  of  the  stock  of  which  he  was  the  owner. 


As  far  as  acts  strictly  cotemporaneous  appear,  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  thing  to  manifest  an  intention 
to  make  the  son  a  trustee  for  the  father.     The  circum- 
stance that  the  son  was  adult  does  not  appear  to  me  to 
be  material.     It  is  said  that  no  establishment  was  in 
contemplation,  and  that  no  necessity  or  occasion  for 
advancing  the  son  had  occurred,  but  in  the  relation 
between  parent  and  child,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  tbat 
an  observation  of  this  kind  can  have  any  weight.    The 
parent  may  judge  for  himself  when  it  suits  his  own  con- 
venience, or  when  it  will  be  best  for  his  son,  to  secure 
him  any  benefit  which  he  voluntarily  thinks  fit  to  bestofr 
upon  him,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  because  the  reason 
for  doing  it  is  not  known,  there  was  no  mtention  to  ad- 
vance at  all. 


But  then  it  is  said  that  the  powers  of  attorney,  which 
enabled  the  father  or  the  father's  bankers  to  receive  the 
dividends,  though  not  strictly  cotemporaneous,  followed 
so  soon  upon  the  transfers  as  to  show  that  they  wereptf^ 
of  the  same  transaction.  In  none  of  the  cases  does  it 
appear  that  Mr.  Scoit  knew  of  the  transfers  at  the  ttme 
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when  they  were  made ;  in  two  of  the  cases  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  knew  of  the  transfers  until  the  times 
when  he  executed  the  powers  of  attorney ;  but  in  one 
of  the  cases  he  had  attended  at  the  bank,  and  himself 
received  the  dividend  warrant,  and  consequently  knew 
of  the  transfer  before  he  executed  the  power  of  attor- 
ney ;  he  then  permitted  his  father,  who  was  present,  to 
deal  with  the  dividend  as  he  pleased.  These  circum- 
stances are  not  conclusive,  but  they  appear  to  me  to 
make  it  probable,  that  at  the  time  when  the  transfers 
were  made,  Lord  Stasoell  intended  that  the  dividends 
should  be  received  by  himself.  Whenever  that  intention 
was  formed,  Mr.  Scott  acquiesced  in  it. 
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But  supposing  that  the  demand  of  the  powers  of 
attorney  afford  evidence  of  Lord  StowelPs  intention  at 
the  times  of  the  several  transfers,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  cannot  thence  be  deduced  that  Lord  Stcnoell^  at  the 
same  times,  intended  his  son  to  be  a  mere  trustee  for 
him.  Consider  the  situation  in  which  they  stood,  — 
the  son  unmarried,  living  in  the  house  of  his  father,  and 
wholly  maintained  by  him,  having  future  expectations 
from  another  source,  but  no  present  maintenance  except 
from  his  father,  and  having  very  great  future  expectations 
from  his  father's  large  property;  and  then  consider  what 
the  &ther  could  mean  by  transferring  sums  of  stock 
into  the  name  of  his  son,  with  an  intention  to  receive 
the  dividends  himself.  It  is  clear  that  he  meant  to  con- 
tinue to  maintain  his  son ;  it  is  probable  that  if  he  had 
meant  only  a  contingent  provision  in  the  event  of  the 
son  surviving  him,  he  would  have  made  a  transfer  into 
the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  son,  for  this  would 
have  given  the  absolute  power  over  the  stock  to  the 
survivor;  if  he  had  intended,  notwithstanding  the 
transfer  to  the  son,  to  retain  the  absolute  dominion  in 
himself,  it  is  probable  he  would  have  taken  care  to 

Vol.  II.  H  h  extend 
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extend  the  power  so  as  to  enable  himself  to  sell  and 
transfer;  but  it  is  scarcely  to  be  conceived  why  he 
should  make  any  transfer  at  all  if  he  intended  the  son 
to  have  neither  any  present  interest  in  the  stock,  nor  any 
power  over  it,  nor  any  future  benefit  of  any  kind  from  it* 


It  seems  to  me  to  be,  if  not  a  necessary,  yet  an  ex- 
tremely probable  inference  from  the  circumstances, 
that  the  father  intended  to  make  the  son,  to  the  extent 
of  these  transfers,  secure  for  the  future ;  but  at  the  same 
time  intended  to  make  the  son,  for  the  present,  depend- 
ant upon  himself  for  his  support;  that  although  he 
adopted  a  mode  of  proceeding  which  gave  power  to  the 
son  to  revoke  the  letters  of  attorney  and  sell  the  stock, 
yet  he  relied,  and  reasonably,  upon  his  own  parental 
influence,  upon  the  habitual  deference  of  his  son,  and 
upon  the  conformity  to  his  own  will  which  he  might  ex- 
pect in  a  son  who  had  so  much  to  expect  from  him, 
that  no  improper  advantage  would  be  taken  of  the 
power  which  the  son  obtained  by  the  transfer ;  and  so, 
in  fact,  they  went  on  :  the  son  was  maintained  by  the 
&ther,  who  continued  to  receive  the  dividends. 


The  evidence  of  Mr.  Chisholme^  so  far  as  it  shews 
that  at  a  subsequent  period  Lord  Stowell  referred  to 
this  stock  as  a  provision  to  that  extent  made  for  Mr* 
Scottj  is  material ;  it  was  quite  consistent  with  its  being 
an  advancement  that  Lord  Slowell  should  take  it  into 
consideration  to  determine  what  further  provision  be 
should  make  for  Mr.  Scott  by  his  will.  The  other  parts 
of  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Chisholme  I  do  not  consider  to 
be  important :  Lord  Stowell  does  not  appear  at  the  time 
to  have  accurately  recollected  the  particulars  of  the 
stock  which  he  had  transferred,  and  Mr.  Chts/iolme  naj 
not  have  succeeded  in  accurately  collecting  the  very 
words  which  Lord  Stcmell  used ;  but  I  do  not  find  any 
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thing  in  any  part  of  the  evidence,  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  material  part,  by  which  it  is  shewn  that  Lord 
Stawell  himself  considered  that  by  the  transfers  he  had 
made  a  provision  for  his  son. 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  BaUeyj  as  to  conversations  be- 
tween him  and  Lord  Stertvell^  I  consider  to  be  wholly 
immaterial.  With  respect  to  Mr.  &o//,  Mr.  Bailey  says 
that  he  was  in  want  of  money,  and  did  not  know  that 
he  had  this  stock  to  resort  to,  and  when  told  of  it, 
thought  he  could  not  use  it  in  his  father's  lifetime. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said,  that  Mr.  Scotl  could 
not  have  wanted  money,  because  he  had  always  a 
balance  in  the  hands  of  his  bankers.  I  do  not  think  it 
important  whether  be  was  in  want  of  money  or  not; 
under  all  the  circumstances,  a  balance  at  his  bankers, 
who  were  also  the  bankers  of  his  fitther,  does  not  appear 
to  prove  that  he  was  not.  But  the  conversations  with 
Mr.  Bailey  prove  nothing  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  if  Mr.  Bailey  gave  the  information  about  the  stock 
to  Mr.  Scotl  in  the  year  1834,  Mr.  Scotl  was  concurring 
in  an  arrangement  recommended  by  the  late  Lord 
Eldon  and  by  Lord  Sidmouth^  which  was  much  more 
beneficial  to  himself. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  is  not,  in  this  case,  any 
thing  to  rebut  the  ordinary  presumption,  which  arises 
from  an  investment  by  a  father  in  the  name  of  his  son ; 
and  I  think  that  the  several  sums  of  stock  which  are  in 
question,  form  parts  of  the  estate  of  William  Scotty  and 
belong  to  the  Plaintiff  as  his  representative. 
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April  S3.  30. 


BETWEEN 

MARIA  GUY  and  MARY  GUY,  Infants,  by  WIL- 
LIAM  CARNS,  their  next  Friend       -  PlaintiflS; 


AND 

AMELIA  GUY  and  Others 


«  Defendants. 


Bill  filed  by 
two  infants ; 
one  attained 
twenty-one 
before  decree; 
her  name  as 
co-Plaintiff 
struck  out  on 
her  applica- 
tion, with  the 
costs  of  the 
application. 
Suit  im- 
properly in- 
stituted on 
behalf  of  an 
infant,  dis- 
missed with 
costs  on  mo- 
tion, upon  the 
application  of 
the  infant  by 
A,  B,,tL  per- 
son not  then  a 
party  to  the 
suit,  ^  as  her 
next  friend, 
for  the  pur- 
pose of  the 
application.** 


npHIS  suit  was  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  infant 
-'-  Plaintiffs  by  their  next  friend,  a  person  uncon- 
nected with  their  family ;  on  the  6th  of  March  1840 
Maria  Gtty  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years.  It 
Was  now  moved  on  her  behalf  that  the  above  named 
William  Cams  might  be  restrained  from  taking  any 
further  proceedings  in  this  suit  in  her  name,  and  that 
her  name  might  be  struck  out  of  this  suit  as  a  Plain- 
tiff, and  that  William  Cams  might  pay  the  costs  of  thb 
application ;  and  also  for  a  reference  to  the  Master,  to 
inquire  if  it  w&s  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  Plaintiff, 
Mary  Gty^  that  this  suit  should  be  prosecuted. 

No  decree  had  been  made. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  suit  had  been  improperly  in- 
stituted, and  the  circumstances  being  such  as  to  in- 
duce the  Court  to  come  to  that  conclusion,  it  is  unne- 
cessary further  to  state  them. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  W.  C  Z.  Keene^  in  support 
of  the  motion,  contended  that  the  Plaintiff,  having  at- 
tained twenty-one,  had  a  right  to  have  her  name  struck 
out  as  CO- Plaintiff,  Acres  v.  Little  (a) ;  and  the  suit  not 
appearing  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  infant,  that 

it 
(n)  7  Simons,  158. 
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itought  to  be  dismissed :  Fox  v.  Simerkrop  (a),  and  Sale 
V.  Sale,  (b) 

o. 
Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  Puller^  contrdj  argued  that  the        ^u<^- 

proper  mode  of  withdrawing  from  the  suit  was  by 
giving  notice  to  the  next  friend  and  the  clerk  in  Court, 
and  not  by  a  motion ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  the  motion 
could  only  be  granted  on  terms;  as  the  suit  would 
otherwise  be  rendered  imperfect.  That  no  reference 
could  be  directed  as  to  the  other  Plaintiff,  as  no  applica- 
tion was  now  made  on  her  behalf.  As  to  dismissing 
the  bill,  they  observed  that  it  was  not  asked  by  the 
notice  of  motion. 

Mr.  PembertoHj  in  reply. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  that  the  infant, 
having  attained  twenty-one,  had  a  right  to  withdraw 
from  the  suit,  and  to  have  the  costs  of  the  application. 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  case,  he  said  that  he 
could  make  no  order  on  the  present  motion,  but  that 
he  would  leave  it  open  to  the  parties  to  make  such 
application,  on  behalf  of  the  infant  Plaintiff,  as  they 
might  be  advised. 


A  motion  was  now  made  **  by  the  in&nt  Plaintiff      April  50. 
Jktary  Guy^  by  the  late  Plaintiff  Maria  Guyj  her  sister, 
and  next  friend  for  the  purpose  of  this  application,  that 
the  bill  might   be  dismissed  with  costs  to  be  paid  by 
fViOiam  Camsy  the  next  friend." 

Mr.  PernberUm  and  Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keene  in  support  of 
the  motion,  cited  Sale  v.  Sale  {b)  and  Fox  v.  Swmer^ 
krap.  (a) 

Mr. 

(a)  1  Beattan,  583.  ib)  lb.  586. 

Hh  3 
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1840.  Mr.  Bethell  objected  that  the  application  ought  not  to 

have  been  made  by  Maria  Guy  as  next  friend,  she  being 
now  no  party  to  the  suit,  and  such  applications  having 
always  heretofore  been  made  through  a  Defendant; 
and  secondly,  that  there  ought  to  be  a  reference  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  suit 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  the  evidence  before 
him,  being  of  opinion  that  the  suit  was  improper,  fol- 
lowed the  authorities  cited,  and  granted  the  motion. 


1839. .  SAINSBURY  V.  JONES. 

May  6. 
June  1.  5. 

A  B  an  at-  QTEPH EN  JONES  and  Margaret  DoggereU,  being 

torney,  re-  ^  owners  of  a  house   and   premises   at   BcUhf  Mr. 

Eimself  to  be  C%iV/y,  an  attorney,  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing 

authorised  by  with  the  Plaintiff,  whereby,  representing  himself ."  as 

entered  into  ^^e  lawfully  authorised  agent  of  them  the  said  StejAen 

an  agreement   Jones  and  Margaret  Doff^erelL^  he  airreed  on  their  behalf 

on  their  be-       _       ,         ,  ,      „,  .     .^    /  , 

half,  to  sell  a    lor  the  sale  to  the  Plamtiff  of  the  property  m  question. 

house  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and 
he  received  a        At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  agreement  the 

Pla&fiS^  Plaintiff  paid  to  Chitty  a  deposit  of  20/. 

a  bill  agunst 

•and  A.  B.,  The  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  against  Stephen  Jones  and 

praying  a  spe-   Margaret  Doggerell  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 

cific  perrorm-  o  oo  r  r 

ance,  and  in     agreement ;  and  Margaret  Doggerel!^  by   her   answer, 
tive\lmt"ilF      s^^ed,  as  the  fact  was,  that  she  had  not  authorised 

the  agreement  Chitty 

could  not  be 

enforced  against  the  owners,  then  that  A.  B,  might  repay  the  deposit  and  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  of  the  suit.  It  appeared  at  the  hearing  that  A.  B. 
had  no  authority  to  sell :  Held,  that  the  remedy  of  the  Plaintiff  agninst  A.  B. 
being  altogether  at  law,  could  not  be  had  in  this  suit,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed 
with  costs. 
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Chitty  to  sell  the  property,  and  (as  was  also  the  fact)  18S9. 

that  Jones  at  and  previous  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  sale,  r*^^^^^ 

\                                                       .  Sainsbuey 

was  a  lunatic  and  incompetent  to  give  such  authority.  v. 


Jones. 


The  Plaintiff  thereupon  amended  his  bill  by  making 

Chitty  a  party,  and  adding  an  alternative  prayer,  that  in 

case  it  should  appear  that  the  agreement  could  not  be 

enforced,  by  reason  of  the  said  Stephen  Jones  being  a 

lunatic,  or  otherwise  by  reason  of  want  of  authority  of 

Chitty  to  sign  or  enter  into  the  same,  then  that  the 

same  might  be  cancelled ;  and  in  that  case  that  Chitty 

might  be  decreed  to  pay  and  reimburse  to  the  Plaintiff 

the  deposit  paid  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  the  monies 

expended  by  him  in  buildings  on  the  premises,  and  the 

costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  investigating  the 

title  to  the  premises,  and  endeavouring  to  enforce  the 

performance  of  the  agreement,  and  otherwise  in  relation 

thereto,  and  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  had  incurred  some  expenses  in  repairs 
and  improvement  of  the  premises ;  and  also  in  the  in- 
vestigation of  the  title,  an  abstract  of  which  had  been 
furnished  by  Chitty. 

Chitty^  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  had  offered 
as  follows :  —  **  The  best  plan  will  be  to  repay  your 
client  his  deposit  and  expenses,  and  wait  a  little  while 
till  the  family  are  in  a  situation  to  satisfy  the  contract 
or  rescind  the  contract  altogether." 

The  want  of  authority  and  lunacy  of  Jones  were 
proved. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  when 

Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Hethcrington,  for  the  Plain- 
tifl^  contended,  that  if  the  contract  could  not  be  en- 

//A  4  forced, 


Jones. 
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1839.       forced,  then  that  such  a  fraud  had  been  committed  by 

J"^^^^"^^     the  Defendant  Chititjj  an  officer  of  the  Court,  as  to 

Sainsbury  . 

V.  render  him  personally  liable  to  what  was  prayed  against 

him;  that  the  Court  always  entertained  jurisdiction  in 
cases  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  and  that  the  au- 
thorities warranted  the  granting  the  relief  here  asked, 
in  respect  of  the  deposit  and  costs,  without  putting 
the  parties  to  their  action  at  law. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Lcwaty  for  Mrs.  Doggerett, 
argued  that  no  authority  to  sell  had  been  given  by 
her. 

Mr.  Cooper^  for  Chitty^  contended  that,  although  he 
had  acted  imprudently  and  under  a  wrong  impression, 
he  had  not  acted  fraudulently 

That  the  Plaintiff  was  aware,  when  he  filed  his  bill, 
of  the  impossibility  of  obtaining  a  decree,  and  was 
wrong  both  in  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  in 
making  Chitty  a  party  by  amendment;  Nidoson  v. 
Wordsworth,  {a) 

And  as  to  the  personal  relief  sought  against  Chitty^ 
that,  whatever  might  have  been  the  rule  formerly,  it 
had  been  now  completely  settled,  that  this  Court  would 
not  give  relief  by  way  of  damages,  which  was  the  pro-  ' 
vince  of  a  court  of  law;    and    that   if  the   Plaintiff 
had  any  claim  for  damages  against  Chitty  for  the  mis- 
representation, he  ought  to   have  proceeded  at  law : 
Denton  v.  Stewart  (i),  Greenaway  v.  Adams  (c),   Todd 
V.  Gee  {d)j  and  that  this  objection  applied  equally  to  the 

deposit :   Williams  v.  Edwards,  (e) 

The 

(a)  2  Swan.  365.  (d)  17  Ves.  275. 

(A)  1  Cox,  258.  (e)  2  Sim.  78. 

(c)  12  Ves.  306. 
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The  following  cases  were  cited  on  the  hearing  here 
and  on  the  appeal :  Saojerby  v.  Warder  (a),  Amot  v. 
Biscoe  (&),  Evans  v.  Bicknell  (c),  Burrames  v.  Lock  (i/), 
Parrot  v.  ffV&  (^),  Bennet  v.  Farf^  (^),  Bowles  v.  S^tiD- 
art{k)j  Btdkeley  v.  2)f<n6ar(f),  NeUhorpe  v.  Penny- 
man  {k\  Clifford  v.  Brooke  (/),  Johnson  v.  Ogilby.  {m) 


1839. 


Sainbburt 
Jones. 


7%^  Master  o/*  M^  Rolls, 

(After  stating  that  no  decree  for  specific  performance 
could  be  made,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs  as  against  Jones  and  Doggerettj)  said,  the 
question  which  remains  is,  the  recovery  from  Chitty  of 
the  deposit,  and  damages.  The  question  is,  whether 
where  a  party,  having  no  sufficient  authority,  enters 
into  an  agreement,  the  disappointed  purchaser  can 
come  here  for  the  recovery  of  damages  which  he  has 
been  put  to.  No  authority  was  produced,  and  I  believe 
that  none  exists,  for  such  an  interposition  by  this  Court. 
Judges  have  always  in  modem  times  thought,  that 
this  was  not  the  Court  for  the  recovery  of  damages, 
and  that  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  relief  was  by  an 
action  at  law ;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  it  should  be  so. 
It  is  painful  to  be  compelled  to  refuse  assistance  to  the 
Plaintiff,  who  has  sustained  damages ;  but  it  appears  to 
me  that  he  is  not  entitled  in  this  Court  to  the  relief 
which  he  asks  against  Chitty^  and  as  to  him  also,  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed.  I  must  look  to  the  answer 
before  I  decide  the  question  of  costs. 

If 


(a)  S  Cox,  868. 

(fi)  1  Vet,  sen.  94. 

(c)  6  Vei.  175. 

\d)  10  Vei.  470. 

{e)  2  Vemtm^  127. 

(g)  2  Atk,  524. 

\k)  1  Scho.  4-  Lef.  227. 


(i)  1  AruU  57. 

(Ar)  14  Ves.Sl7. 

(/)  13  Vet.  151.;  Sugden*t  V. 
4r  P.  vol.  i.  45. ;  and  cases  in 
note  (y). 

(m)  5  P.  W.  277. 
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If,  as  is  represented  in  Chitty^s  answer,  the  state  of 
mind  oi  Jones  was  known  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  soli- 
citor previous  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  Plaintiff  has 
prosecuted  this  suit,  knowing  that  the  relief  which  he 
asks  for  could  not  be  obtained. 


June  3. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  had  read  the 
answer  of  Chitty^  which  stated  he  had  no  authority  to 
enter  into  the  contract ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  knew,  at 
the  time  of  filing  his  bill,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the 
relief  thereby  claimed.     That  without  expressing  any 
opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  Chitty  in  a  court  of  law, 
he  thought  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  as  against  hini) 
with  costs. 


Affirmed,  with  costs,  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  the  18th  of  i^o- 

vember,  1839, 


1840. 
April  23. 


VINER  V.  VAUGHAN. 


A  tenant  for    rilHIS  was  an  application,  on  the  part  of  persons  en- 

rightTo"open  ^'^'^^  ^"  remainder,  for  an  injunction,  the  effect  of 

mines  or  clay  which  was  to  restrain  a  tenant  for  life,  and  her  agents 

where  the  ^"^  ^^^  Defendant  Hendy^  from  digging  and  carrying 

author  of  the  away  brick  earth  from  the  property  in  question. 

has  prevJouiily 

worked  them,  The 

the  tenant  for 

life  may  continue. 

Whether  a  tenant  for  life  can  work  mines  or  clay*pits,  the  working  of  which  had 
been  abandoned  by  the  author  of  the  settlement,  qtusref 
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The  testator  had  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  upon  trust  to  receive,  take,  and  pay  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits,  interest  and  dividends  of  his  real 
and  personal  estates  respectively,  unto  his  wife  Amy 
or  her  assigns  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  na- 
tural life,  provided  she  continued  a  widow ;  and  from 
and  immediately  on  the  decease  or  marriage  of  his  said 
wife  Amy^  whichever  might  first  happen,  then  upon  trust 
to  sell  and  invest  the  produce,  and  pay,  assign,  transfer, 
and  divide  his  said  trust-monies,  and  the  interest,  divi- 
dends, and  produce  thereof,  unto  and  between  his 
daughters,  the  Plaintiff  Amy^  and  Jane^  Betsey^  Han" 
nah  and  Clarissa^  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  as 
tenants  in  common,  when  and  as  they  should  severally 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  in  the  mean 
time  to  apply  the  dividends  towards  their  maintenance 
and  education. 


ISiO. 


After  the  testator's  death  in  182S,  the  widow  entered 
into  possession  of  the  property,  part  of  which  contained 
brick  earth.  She  had  recently  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Defendant  Hendy  to  permit  him  to  exca- 
vate and  work  the  brick  earth  for  the  purpose  of  making 
bricks,  and  Hendy  had  commenced  working  the  clay 
pits  and  removing  the  soil. 

The  Plaintifii  Amy  Viner^  filed  this  bill  for  an  account 
of  the  soil  taken  and  of  the  amount  of  injury  sufiered, 
for  payment  thereof,  and  for  an  injunction. 


A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction ;  affidavits 
were  made  in  support  and  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
which  were  rather  contradictory.  It  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  the  former  owner,  from  whom  the  testator 
purchased  the  property,  had  worked  the  clay-pits ;  that 

the 
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the  testator  had  purchased  the  property  a  few  years 
before  his  death,  and  had  filled  up  part  of  the  excava- 
tions made  by  the  former  owner,  but  that  immediately 
before  his  death  he  had  made  some  preparations  for 
brickmaking  on  the  premises. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Austen^  for  the  motioni  con- 
tended that  the  widow,  a  tenant  for  life  impeachable 
for  waste,  had  no  right  to  dispose  of  the  very  soil  of 
the  property,  and  injure  the  surface  in  the  manner  ia 
which  she  was  proceeding  to  do ;  and  secondly,  that  a 
tenant  for  life  had  no  right  to  work  mines  or  clay-pits, 
the  working  of  which  had  been  abandoned  by  the  set- 
tlor, or  which  had  only  been  used  for  purposes  of  tem- 
porary convenience  by  a  former  owner. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Lewis^  contri,  contended  that  it 
was  not  competent  for  a  party  entitled  in  remainder  to 
an  undivided  share  in  the  purchase  money  of  an  estate 
vested  in  trustees  for  sale,  to  file  a  bill  of  this  de- 
scription, and  that  the  trustees  alone  had  a  right  to 
interfere. 


That  where  mines  or  clay-pits  (the  law  regarding 
which  was  the  same)  were  open  at  the  time  of  the  set- 
tlement, the  tenant  for  life  had  a  right  to  work  and  have 
the  benefit  of  them  as  part  of  the  profits  of  the  land. 
Saunder^s  Case  [a)^  Clavering  v.  Clavering  (i),  The 
Countess  of  Plymouth  v.  Lady  Archer  (c),  and  Co.  IM. 
53.  b.  were  cited. 

Mr.  Pembertouj  in  reply,  insisted  that  there  was  a 
distinction  between  working  minerals  and  brick  earth ; 
in   the  former  case  the  unprofitable  substratum  was 

taken 


(a)  5  Cokeys  Rep.  12.  a, 

(b)  2  P,  WiUiams,  388. 


(c)   I  B.  C.C.IS9. 
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taken  away,  but  in  the  latter  the  soil  or  the  estate  itself 
was  removed;  that  where  the  working  of  mines,  &c. 
had  been  discontinued,  they  could  not  be  subsequently 
worked  by  the  tenant  for  life.  That  there  was  no  proof 
of  any  working  at  all  by  the  last  owner,  and  only  a  tem- 
porary one  by  the  previous  possessor  of  the  property. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  In  this  case  the  de- 
fendant Mrs.  Vat4ghan  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  property 
in  question  under  the  wiU  of  her  husband.  It  is  said 
she  is  equitable  tenant  for  life,  the  legal  estate  being 
vested  in  trustees.  After  her  death  or  marriage  the 
estate  is  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  to  arise  from  the 
sale  is  to  be  divided  amongst  her  children,  of  whom  the 
Plaintiff  is  one;  the  Plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to 
one  fifth  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the 
estate  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  De- 
fendant, the  widow,  has  authorised  the  othe)*  Defendant 
James  Hendy  to  take  away  the  substance  of  the  land, 
and  the  Plaintiff  naturally  complains  that  it  is  to  her 
prejudice,  and  to  prevent  it  she  asks  for  an  injunction.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  she  has  a  right  to  demand  this  protec- 
tion, without  relying  on  the  trustee  to  ask  it ;  according 
to  the  principles  of  justice,  she  has  a  right  to  ask  to 
have  an  injury  to  her  rights  prevented.  The  words  of 
the  will  do  not  entitle  the  widow  to  proceed  in  the  mode 
she  is  doing :  she  is  tenant  for  life  simply,  and  is  there- 
fore impeachable  for  waste.  On  the  general  law  there 
is  no  controversy  :  a  tenant  for  life  has  no  right  to  take 
the  substance  of  the  estate,  by  opening  mines  or  clay 
pits:  but  he  has  a  right  to  continue  the  working  of 
mines  and  clay  pits  where  the  author  of  the  gift  has 
previously  done  it ;  and  for  this  reason,  time  the  author  of 
the  gift  has  made  them  part  of  the  profits  of  the  land  ; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  tenant  for  life  has  a  right 
to  open  old  abandoned  pits  and  mines,  or  to  commence 

opening 


470 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


IS^O. 


opening  any  mines  or  pits  which  the  author  of  the  gift 
has  merely  made  preparations  for  opening.  This,  how- 
ever, is  the  question  in  this  case ;  it  appears  there  were 
old  pits  which  had  not  been  worked  for  twenty  years ;  it 
is  stated  that  the  last  owner,  for  some  purpose  or  other, 
had  taken  some  clay  out  of  them,  and  had  made  some  pre- 
parations for  working  them,  yet  it  is  not  stated  in  the  affi- 
davits, that  these  pits  were  in  the  course  of  working  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death ;  this,  therefore,  was  not 
an  open  mine  in  the  course  of  working  at  the  death  of 
the  testator :  and  the  only  question  now  before  me  is, 
whether  a  tenant  for  life  is  to  be  allowed  to  take  away 
the  substance  of  the  estate  before  this  question  has  in 
some  way  or  other  been  tried;  I  think  there  is  so  much 
doubt,  whether  they  were  in  such  a  state  as  to  entitle 
the  tenant  for  life  to  work  them,  that  the  Defendants 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  proceed  until  that  question 
has  been  tried.  An  injunction  must  therefore  be 
granted. 


Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  9th  June  1840. 


April  16. 


WILKINSON  V.  CHARLESWORTH. 


THHE  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  charge  of  12,000/.  on 
-*■    an  estate  which  belonged  to  ten  different  persons, 


A.  B,,  on 
whose  estate 
the  Plaintiff 
had  a  charge 
for  principal 
and  interest, 
being  de- 
sirous of  pay- 
ing it  instead  of  having  it  raised  out  of  the  estate,  was  ordered  to  pay  it  into 
Court  by  a  given  day.  He  made  default,  and  applied  for  an  extention  of  the  time, 
which  was  granted :  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  subsequent  interest 
on  the  aggregate  of  principal  and  interest  due,  but  on  the  principal  only. 


who,  instead  of  having  the  sum  raised  out  of  the  estatr 
under  the  decree,   were  desirous  of  paying  it  off;  an 

order 
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order  was  in  consequence  made,  by  which  each  of  the 
parties  was  ordered  to  pay  into  court  one  tenth  of  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  due.  The  several  par- 
ties obeyed  the  order  except  A.  B.y  who  allowed  the 
time  to  expire  without  paying  in  his  share  of  the  money 
due,  which  amounted  to  1700/.,  of  which  1200/.  was 
principal  money. 

Mr.  EttisoUf  on  his  behalf,  now  moved  to  extend  the 
time  for  paying  the  money  into  court. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Pembertortf  contrd,  contended 
that  this  indulgence  ought  not  to  be  given  except  on  the 
terms  of  the  applicant  paying  interest  on  the  whole 
170(tf.,  together  with  all  the  costs  incurred  by  his  dis- 
obedience of  the  order. 

Mr.  Ellison^  in  reply,  contended,  that  subsequent 
interest  ought  only  to  be  paid  on  the  principal  sum  of 
1200/. 


4.71 


1840. 


Wilkinson 

V, 

Charles- 

WOBTH. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  almost  of  course  to  give  leave  to  pay  in  the 
money ;  but  the  question  is,  on  what  terms.  It  certainly 
is  not  strict  justice,  that  the  Plaintifi^  who  has  been  kept 
out  of  his  money,  should  not  have  interest  on  the 
whole  amount ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  I  can  make  an 
order  charging  Mr.  B,  with  compound  interest ;  he 
must,  however,  pay  the  costs  which  have  been  occa- 
sioned by  his  neglect  lo  comply  with  the  previous 
order. 
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1840. 


May  5. 


WILLIAMS  V.  NIXON. 


Two  execu- 
tors were  di- 
rected, after 
mak-me  some 
aonual  pay- 
ments, to  in- 
vest and 
accumulate 
the  surplus. 
One  of  the 
executors  re- 
ceived the 
dividends  of 
stock  for 


nr^E  testator  by  his  will  gave  his  residuary  estate  to 

the  Defendants  Nixon  and  Milki  in   trust,  to  pay 

an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year  to  his  widow,  annuities  of 

10/.  each  to  his  three  sisters,  and  an  annuity  of  500/.  a 

year  to  his  son  until  he  attained  forty-five ;  they  were 

to  invest  and  accumulate  the  remainder  until  the  son 

attained  forty-five,  and  then  to  pay  him  the  income  for 

life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  the  son's  children.  The 

will  contained  an  indemnity  clause,  that  the  trustees 

nL  «:.«^'    ^^^  executors  should  not  be  answerable  for  one  another, 
and  misap-  ' 

plied  them;  it  or  for  the  defaults  of  the  other,  and  should  be  accouDt- 

that^the^ot^  *^'®  ®"V  ^°^  ^'*®  monies  which  should  actually  come  to 

executor  had    their  hands  respectively, 
any  know- 
ledge thereof: 
Held  that  the        The  testator  died  in  1825,  and  both  his  executors 

latter  was  not  ii_*        •nr*  <.  «*ii  -xjr 

answerable  for  Proved  his  will;  his  property  principally   consisted  oi 

the  breach  of    money  in   the   funds,  which   produced   an   income  of 
Twoexecu-  nearly  1200/.  a  year.  «  Nixon  left  the  management  of 

tors  sold  out     jhe  testator's  afiairs  entirely  to  MiUsj  who  received  the 

stock,  and  the    _.  . ,  .  _  . 

produce  was     dividends,  paid  the  annuities,  &c. ;  but  neglected  to  in- 

on^^^Heldth  t  ^^^^  ^^^  surplus;  in  1834-  Mills  became  bankrupt,  and 

the  other  was    was  found  a  debtor  to  the  estate  in  the  sum  of  about 
responsiblefor  ^ 

Its  misappiica-   «"^^** 
tion,  but  was 
entitled  to  an 
enquiry,  whe- 
ther any  part 
had  been  ap- 
plied in  dis- 
chai^e  of 
claims  against 
the  testator. 

The  official 
assignee  of  a 
defaulting  trustee  whose  assets  had  been  distributed  held  not  entitled  to  costs. 


It  appeared,  that  in  1826  Nixon  concurred  with  Mitts 
in  the  sale  of  a  sum  of  450/.  S  per  cents.,  the  pro^Iuce 
of  which  was  retained  by  Mills.  As  to  this  Nixon  said 
that  the  testator  held  a  farm  on  lease,  which  it  became 
desirable  to  give  up,  and  that  the  stock  in  question  had 

been 
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been  sold  and  applied  in  discharge  of  the  claims  of  the 
landlord  in  surrendering  the  lease. 

The  testator's  son  died  in  1831,  under  forty-five^ 
leaving  the  Plainti£&,  his  infant  children. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  1833. 

The  debt  of  6099/.  had  been  proved  under  3ffWs 
commission,  and  609/.  had  been  paid  in  respect  thereof; 
his  assignees  were  made  parties  by  supplemental  bill. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions  on  the 
Master's  report. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  JP.  Bayley  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
the  residuary  legatees,  contended  that  the  Defendant 
Nixon  was  liable  for  the  450/.,  he  having  joined  in  sell- 
ing it  out  of  the  funds.  That  by  proving  the  will  he 
bad  accepted  the  trusts,  MuckUm  v.  FvUer  (a),  and  be- 
came bound  to  see  to  their  due  performance  by  his  co- 
trustee. That  he  had  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  will, 
and  of  the  situation  and  value  of  the  testator's  estate : 
that  he  must  have  known  that  there  was  a  large  surplus 
of  income,  which  ought  to  have  been  half-yearly  in- 
vested by  Mills^  and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  have  seen  it 
done.  That  having  stood  by,  and  allowed  his  co*trustee 
to  commit  a  breach  of  trust,  he  became,  by  his  neglect 
to  interfere,  personally  responsible.  Booth  v.  Booth  (b) ; 
and  that  the  trustee  indemnity  clause  did  not  relieve  him 
from  this  liability,  Mucklow  v.  Fuller,  {a) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Puller ,  contra,  for  Mr.  Nixon^ 
contended  that  he  was  justified  in  joining  in  selling  out 

the 


WlIXIAMff 

Nixon. 


(a)  Jacoby  198. 

Vol.  II. 


li 


{b)  1  Beaoan^  1 25. 
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1840. 


WlLU4M8 
V. 

Nixon. 


the  450/.  which  was  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  admi- 
nbtering  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  also  in  allowing 
his  co-executor  to  receive  it  for  that  purpose.  That 
even  if  he  was  liable  in  the  first  instance  for  this  sum, 
still  he  was  entitled  to  discharge  himself  by  shewing 
that  it  had  been  applied  in  payment  of  valid  claims 
upon  the  testator's  estate,  Shipbrook  v.  Hinchinbrook  {a\ 
Underwood  v.  Stevens,  {b)  That  it  had  neither  been 
charged  nor  proved  that  Nixon  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  misapplication  of  the  funds  by  his  co-executor,  and 
that  he  could  only  have  ascertained  and  prevented  it  by 
taking  expensive  legal  proceedings,  which  he  was  not 
justified  in  doing.  That  his  co-executor  had  done  do 
more  than  the  law  allowed,  which  permitted  one  of 
several  ^executors  to  receive  dividends,  and  deal  with  the 
testator's  estate,  without  the  concurrence  of  his  co-exe- 
cutor, and  in  this  respect,  the  case  differed  from  that  of 
joint  trustees.  That  he  had  proved  the  will  on  the  faith 
of  the  indemnity  clause  in  the  testator's  will,  which  de- 
clared he  should  not  be  answerable  for  the  defaults  of 
his  co-executor,  and  in  the  face  of  that  declaration, 
the  Court  ought  not  now  to  visit  him  with  the  defaults 
of  Milk. 


Mr.  Bethell  for  the  assignees  of  Milk. 


Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke  for  another  Defendant. 


Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

By  proving  the  will,  Nixon  had  notice  of  the  trusts  for 
accumulation,  and  on  taking  out  probate,  he  must  have 
sworn  to  the  amount  of  the  property,  and  must,  there- 
fore, have  been  cognisant  of  the  particulars.  He  knew 
the  charges  created  by  the  will,  and  that  there  was  a 

large 


(a)  1 1  Vex,  252. 


(6)  1  Mer.  712. 
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large  surplus  to  be  invested  ;  yet  he  does  not  appear  to 
have  made  any  inquiry  as  to  the  investment ;  if  he  had, 
he  must  have  become  aware  of  the  breach  of  trust,  and 
must  have  sanctioned  it 


1840. 


Williams 

V. 

Nixon. 


7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  thb  case  is^  whether  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Nixon  is  to  be  charged  with  the  monies  which 
were  received  by  his  co-executor  Mr.  Milk.  With  re- 
gard to  a  portion,  namely,  the  produce  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  stock,  in  which  Mr.  Nixon  concurred,  he 
clearly  is  liable. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  if  an  executor  knows 
that  the  monies  received  by  his  co-executor  are  not  ap- 
plied according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  stands  by 
and  acquiesces  in  it,  without  doing  any  thing  on  his  part 
to  procure  the  due  execution  of  the  trusts,  he  will,  in 
respect  of  that  negligence,  be  himself  charged  with  the 
loss ;  but  in  cases  of  this  kind  it  is  always  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  testator  himself,  having  invested  certain 
persons  with  the  character  of  executors,  has  trusted 
them  to  the  extent  to  which  the  law  allows  them  to  act 
as  executors ;  and  in  that  character  each  has  a  separate 
right  of  receiving  and  of  giving  discharges  for  the  pro- 
perty of  the  testator.  In  this  particular  case  the  testator 
having  money  in  the  funds  and  other  property  to  a 
considerable  amount,  directed  certain  annuities  to  be 
paid,  and  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  in  the  mode 
stated.  Both  executors  proved  the  will,  and  thereupon 
each  of  them  became  entitled  to  receive  the  property. 
One  of  them  did  receive  the  property  —  the  dividends 
upon  the  stocks,  and  funds,  and  the  other  personal  estate. 
If  Mr.  Nixon-  knew  that  his  co-executor  was  misapply- 
ing the  monies  thus  received,  and  acquiesced  in  it,  he 

li  2  became 


476 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1840. 


Williams 

V, 

Nixon. 


became  himself  liable;  because  he  was  a  witness  and  an 
acquiescing  party  to  the  misapplication  or  breach  of 
trust ;  but  if  he  was  not  aware  of  the  misapplicauon,  I 
know  of  no  case  in  which  the  Court  has  gone  the  length 
of  saying,  that  an  executor   shall  be  held  personally 
answerable  for  standing  by  and  permitting  his  co-exe- 
cutor to  do  that,  which,  for  any  thing  he  knows  to  the 
contrary,  was  a  performance  of  the  trusts  of  the  will. 
In  this  case  it  is  clear  Mr.  Nixon  must  have  known 
there  was  stock  in  the  funds.     He  might  have  known 
that  the  dividends  arising  from  that  stock  were  irom 
time  to  time  received  by  Mr.  MiUs ;  knowing  that,  he 
might  nevertheless  have  full  reason  to  believe  that  they 
were  duly  applied,  according  to  the  trusts  and  directions 
of  the  will,  in  satisfaction  of  the  annuities,  or  of  the  rent 
of  the  leasehold  estate  possessed  by  the  testator  at  his 
death,  and  which  was  payable  out  of  the  whole  estate. 
The  argument  for  the  Plaintiffs  proceeds  upon  this, 
that  you  are  to  impute  to  Mr.  Nixon  a  knowledge  of  all 
that  he  might  have  known.     It  is  said  he  proved  the 
will,  and  must,  therefore,  have  known  its  contents,  and 
what  was  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts ;  this  is 
a  presumption  which  I  think  the  law  itself  will  draw, 
and  he  must  therefore  be  taken  to  have  known  the  con- 
tents of  the  will ;  then  it  is  argued,  that  on  pi^oving  the 
will,  he  was  bound  to  make  a  statement  upon  oath  re- 
specting the  value  of  the  property,  and  therefore  became 
acquainted  with  the  particulars.     He  might  have  had 
some  knowledge  of  it  to  the  limited  extent  which  can 
be  known  on  such  occasions ;  but  I  cannot  impute  to 
him  a  knowledge  of  the  exact  state  or  amount  of  the 
property  or  of  the  claims  upon  it,  or  the  clear  amount 
of  the  balance  in  the  hands  of  his  co-executor.     I  cer- 
tainly do  not  recollect  any  case,  in  which  the  principle 
has  been  carried  to  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been  here 
pressed ;  and  if  in  this  case  I  were  to  charge  Mr.  Nixm 

generally 
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generally  with  all  the  assets  received  by  his  co-executor, 
I  must  in  every  other  case  say,  that  an  executor  who 
does  not  personally  act,  and  who  having  no  reason  to 
suspect  any  misapplication  by  his  co-executor,  permits 
him  to  act  alone,  is  liable  for  every  misapplication  com- 
mitted by  his  co-executor:  I  do  not  think  I  can  lay 
down  any  such  rule. 


477 


1840. 


W1LUAM8 
Nixon. 


With  respect  to  the  450/.,  he  is  clearly  liable; 
whether  he  is  discharged  from  it  may  be  a  question.  It 
will  be  for  him  to  shew  that  this  money  was  applied 
towards  the  payment  of  debts  owing  from  the  tes- 
tator's estate ;  and  upon  doing  that,  then,  according  to 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited  of  hord  Shipbrooh  v. 
Lord  Hinchinbrook  and  Underwood  v.  Stevens^  he  will 
be  discharged  in  respect  of  this  sum.  I  do  not  think 
that  this  satisfactorily  appears,  because  the  Master  has 
not  reported  it,  but  if  it  is  desired,  I  will  grant  an 
inquiry. 


Mr.  BetheU  asked  for  the  costs,  out  of  the  fund,  of  the 
assignees,  or,  at  least,  of  the  official  assignee,  who  was  a 
formal  party,  having  no  interest.  The  bankrupt's  estate 
had  been  exhausted. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  contrd.  The  official  assignee  does 
not  appear  separately  from  the  creditor's  assignee. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  If  Mills  had  been  sol- 
vent he  would  have  had  all  the  costs  to  pay.  The 
assignees  might  have  made  a  reservation  of  funds  out  of 
the  bankrupt's  assets  to  meet  the  costs.  I  think  they 
cannot  have  their  costs. 


It  3 
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May  27, 28.  EYRE  V.  HANSON. 

In  a  forecio-  riiHE  Plaintiff,  the  mortgagee  of  some  property  be- 

olSer  to  en-  lo^^g^^g  ^  ^^  defendant,  filed  his  bill  of  foreclo- 

large  the  time  suveinjime  1837;   the  ordinary  decree  was  made  in 

for  payment  _  «  j    i  o  /•        i  i 

oftherooit-  June  1839,  and  the  accounts,  &c.  were  referred  to  the 

gage  money,  Master.     On  the   4.th  of  December  1839  the  Master 
11  by  no  means 

of  course,  but  reported,  that  on  the  4th  of  June  1840  the   sum  of 

Ssed^^htre  11^921/.  would   be  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and   he  ap- 

no  excuse  for  pointed  that  time  for  payment ;  and  in  default,  that  the 

stated,  and  Defendant  should  be  foreclosed, 
the  security  ^ 

does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  It  was  now  moved  for  the  Defendant,  that  it  might 

*"!nie  usual  ^  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  compute  subsequent 

condition  on  interest  and  costs,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  have 

granted  is  on  *^^  months  further  time  to  pay  what  might  be  reported 

payment  of  due.     The  application  was  supported  by  an  affidavit, 

costs  before  stating  that  the  Defendant  had  used  his  best  endeavours 

^? ''™®  "P"  to  find  a  person  who  would  take  an  assignment  of  the 

Master  for  mortgage,  and  to  sell  the  estate,  but  without  success. 

thcwMe^'^in  '^^^^  ^^^  summer  was  the  best  time  to  sell  the  property; 

this  case,  how-  that  the  estate  had  cost  nearly  22,000/.,  and  that  the 

ord^^^hat  Defendant  had  laid  out  4000/.  in  improving  it ;  and  that 

upon  payment  it  was  of  the  utmost  importance  for  the  Defendant  and 

and  costs  ^^^  family,  that  some  further  time  should  be  allowed  to 

^*^^  *h  ^™  ^^^  payment,  so  as  to  enable  him  in  the  mean  time 

time  should  to  take  advantage  of  the  summer  season  for  the  disposal 

for  fiJr^'''^  of  his  said  estate. 


months. 


On  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  it  was  represented,  that 
the  estate  was  not  of  much  greater  value  than  between 
13,500/.  and  14<,500/.,  and  it  was  proved  that  no  in- 
terest had  been  paid  since  September  1836. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Treslove  and  Mr.  Harwoodf  in  support  of  the        1840. 
motion^  cited  Edwards  v.  Cunliffe  (a),  and  contended  that 
it  was  of  course  to  grant  this,  the  first,  application. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  M^DonneU^  contra. 


Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  -May  «8, 

The  order  to  enlarge  the  time  for  payment  of  what 
the  Master  has  found  due  on  a  mortgage  is  by  no 
means  of  course :  in  Nanny  v.  Edwards  {b\  the  appli- 
cation was  refused,  as  it  may  be  in  any  case  where  no 
excuse  for  the  default  is  stated  and  the  security  does 
not  appear  to  be  ample. 

When  the  indulgence  is  granted,  it  has  frequently 
been  for  six  months  on  the  first  application ;  but  thb 
must  depend  on  the  circumstances,  according  to  which 
a  time  greater  or  less  may  be  granted. 

The  condition  on  which  the  order  is  usually  granted 
is  payment  of  the  interest  and  costs  reported  due,  on  or 
before  the  time  appointed  by  the  Master  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  whole ;  as  was  the  case  on  the  first  order  for 
enlargement  which  was  made  in  Edwards  v.  Cunliffe.  (c) 
In  that  case  the  Master's  report  was  made  on  the  2Sd 
of  June  1814,  the  time  appointed  for  payment  was  the 
23d  of  December  1814,  being  six  calendar  months  from 
the  date  of  the  report.  On  the  10th  of  the  same  month, 
being  only  thirteen  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  time, 
an  application  was  made  to  enlarge  it,  and  an  enlarge- 
ment for  six  months  was  made,  on  payment  of  the  in- 
terest and  costs  on  or  before  the  23d  oi  December  1814; 

that 

(a)  1  Mad.  287.  (c)   1   Mad,    287.,   and    see 

\b)  4  Ru9$.  124.  2  Keen^  212. 

li  4 
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1840*  that  is,  on  or  about  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited 
by  the  Master  for  the  payment  of  the  whole.  If  this 
order  were  followed  as  a  precedent,  the  order  to  be 
now  made  would  be  to  enlarge  the  time  on  payment  of 
the  interest  and  costs  on  or  before  the  4th  of  June  next, 
an  order  which  it  might  be  difficult  for  the  Defendant 
to  avail  himself  of. 

But  there  are  cases  where  a  different  form  of  order 
has  been  adopted ;  and  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
present  case,  I  think  it  will  be  proper  to  order,  that  on 
the  Defendant  paying  to  the  Plamtiff  the  sum  of 
1921/.  155.  4d,  the  amount  of  interest  and  costs  re- 
ported due  to  the  Plaintiff,  within  a  month,  the  time  for 
redemption  may  be  enlarged  for  five  months.  To  this 
must  be  added  the  clause  which  was  added  in  the  case 
of  Edwards  v.  CuriUffej  that  in  default  of  the  Defendant's 
paying  to  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  1921/.  155.  4(2.  by  the 
time  aforesaid,  the  Defendant  is  to  stand  absolutely 
foreclosed. 
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LICHFIELD  V.  BAKER.  May  s,  9. 

^|iHE  testator,  who  was  possessed  gf  several  sums  of  A  testator 
'^    consols,  3  per  cent,  reduced,  new  S J  per  cents.  ^^  annuities 
and  long  annuities,  by  his  will,  after  bequeathing  several  ?°°.51°°^ 
sums  of  consols,  3  per  cent,  reduced,  and  new  4  per  funds,  be- 
cents.  proceeded,  "  and  as  to  all  the  restj  residue^  and  re-  ^^^^fhis 
mainder  of  my  estate j  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  it  may  estate  to  A. 
be,  whether  real  or  personal,  and  not  herein  given  and  i5[er  her^eath 
disposed  of,  after  payment  of  my  debts,  legacies,  &c,  I  do  ^e.  g^^e  cer- 
hereby  give  and  bequeath  the  whole  to  my  wife,  Elizas  i^acies,  and 

beth  Baker,  to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit  durincr  whate?erthcre 

°  might  remain, 
her  life;"  and  after  her  decease  he  then  bequeathed  toB.i  Held, 

several  other  legacies  of  stock  in  consols  and  3  per  annuiJi^  °* 

cent,  reduced,  and  proceeded  thus :  —  "  And  whatever  ought  to  be 

there  may  be  remaining  after  the  above-mentioned  divi-  ^^  benefit  of 

sions  have  been  made,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  to  ^«  parties  in 

my  brother  and  sister,  viz.  the  Rev.  Robert  Baker  and  a  perish- 

Isabella  Licl{field  Baker  during  their  lives,  to  be  equally  f^^^  '""^  7^ 

divided  between  them,  and  after  the  death  of  either  of  wrongfully 

them,  I  give  the  whole  to  the  survivor  during  his  or  her  ^;J^  tvUie 

life,  and  after  the  death  of  both,  I  bequeath  to  my  bro-  tenant  tor 

ther's  wife,  Sarah  Baker,  500/.  stock  in  the  new  4  per  mainder-man 

cent,  annuities  for  ever,  and  the  remainder  to  my  two  ^^^  *  WU  for 

cousins  above  mentioned,  viz.  John  Read  Lichfield  and  and  to  ascer- 

CffoerUry  Liclifield,  to  be  divided  equally  between  them.*'  ^^  ^nlT^" 

The  fiUng  the  bill, 
the  Plaintiff 
had  notice  that  part  of  the  residue  consisted  of  long  annuities,  and  he  was  again 
informed  of  that  fact  by  the  answer ;  but  he  made  no  objection  thereto,  either  by  the 
original  or  the  amended  bill,  and  at  the  hearing  the  common  decree  for  an  account 
was  made.  The  Master  declined  entering  into  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  tenant 
for  life  to  enjoy  the  long  annuities,  but  he  stated  the  fact  on  his  report.  The 
report  was  confirmed,  and  by  consent  no  exceptions  were  taken :  Held,  on  further 
directions,  that  the  lone  annuities  must  then  be  converted  into  consols;  but  the 
Court  refused  to  make  me  widow  account  for  her  prior  receipts. 
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The  testator  appointed  Mr.  Roberts  and  Elizabeth 
Baker  his  executors,  and  he  died  in  1824.  Mr.  Roberts 
alone  proved  the  will,  and  died  in  1832.  EUzabeth 
Baker,  the  widow,  thereupon  proved  the  will  of  the 
testator. 


It  appeared  that  part  of  the  testator's  estate  consisted 
of  a  sum  of  80/.  long  annuities,  and  that  monies  in  the 
funds  had  been  sold  to  pay  the  debts,  &c.,  leaving  the 
long  annuities  untouched,  the  proceeds  of  which,  during 
Mr.  Robert^  life,  had  been  paid  by  him  to  Mrs.  Baker, 
the  first  tenant  for  life ;  that  after  Mr.  Roberts^  death, 
the  long  annuities  were  received  and  retained  by  Mrs. 
Baker. 

In  February  1837,  before  the  institution  of  this  suit, 
the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs  John  Read  Lichfield  and 
Coventry  Lichfield,  who  were  entitled  in  remainder, 
were  informed  of  the  state  of  the  residuary  estate,  and 
that  part  of  it  consisted  of  80/.  long  annuities. 

In  Jwie  1837,  John  Read  Lichfield  and  Coventry 
Lichfield  filed  this  bill  for  an  account  of  the  estate  of 
the  testator,  but  which  contained  no  allegation  or  prayer 
in  respect  of  the  long  annuities.  The  Defendant,  Mrs. 
Elizabeth  Baker,  put  in  her  answer,  and  again  stated 
that  part  of  the  residuary  estate  consisted  of  long  anna- 
ities.  The  Plaintiffs  amended  their  bill,  but  made  do 
addition  in  respect  of  the  long  annuities ;  and  in  March 
1838,  the  common  decree  was  obtained  to  take  the  ac- 
counts and  ascertain  the  residue. 


The  Master,  to  whom  the  matter  was  referred,  by  his 
report  dated  the   31st  of  May  1839,  amongst   other 
things  stated,  that  in  proceeding  on  the  several  accounts 
of  the  payments  and  disbursements  made  by  the  exe- 
cutor, 
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cutor,  William  BcbertSj  in  his  lifetime,  and  of  the  said  1840. 
Elizabeth  Bakery  the  surviving  executrix,  since  his  de- 
cease, the  Plaintiffs  had  objected  before  him  to  the 
allowance  of  the  payment  of  the  annual  income  of  80/. 
bank  long  annuities  therein  mentioned,  and  which  pay- 
ments were  stated  to  have  been  made,  by  William 
JRobertSf  during  his  lifetime,  to  Elizabeth  Bakery  and 
since  his  death  retained  by  her,  under  the  bequest  con- 
tained  in  the  testator's  will  of  his  residuary  property 
to  the  Defendant  Elizabeth  Baker  for  life;  and  that 
the  Plaintiffs  who  were  entitled  to  the  ultimate  residue 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate  had  contended  before 
him  that  the  Defendant,  Elizabeth  Baker  and  William 
Moberts  were  not  justified  in  applying  to  the  use  of  the 
former  the  income  of  the  said  terminable  annuities,  but 
that  the  same  ought  to  have  been  sold,  and  the  produce 
thereof  in  part  applied  in  payment  of  the  testator's  debts, 
fiineral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  residue 
thereof  invested  in  the  purchase  of  3  per  cent  consoli- 
dated annuities,  as  a  permanent  fund  to  answer  the  trusts 
of  the  testator's  will,  instead  of  a  sale  of  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's 3  per  cent,  reduced  annuities  for  the  payment  of 
bis  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  as  there- 
inafter mentioned.  That  it  appeared  to  him,  that  under 
the  terms  of  the  decree,  he  had  no  authority  to  consider 
the  Plaintiff's  objection,  but  had  stated  that  the  claim 
had  been  made  before  him ;  and  he  found  that  the  clear 
residue  then  consisted  of  certain  sums,  consols,  reduced, 
new  3^  per  cents.,  and  80L  long  annuities. 

By  arrangement  between  the  parties  no  exception  was 
taken  to  the  report,  which  had  been  confirmed,  and  the 
cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rogers  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  the  long  annuities,  being  a  perishable  fund 
terminable  in  1860,  ought  to  have  been  converted  at  the 

death 
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1840.       death  of  the  testator,  and  invested  in  consols  for  the  be- 
nefit of  those  entitled  in  remainder ;  that  the  widow,  who 
had  received  the  dividends,  ought  now  to  account  for  them 
or  make  good  the  stock  which  would  have  been  purdiased 
with  the  produce  of  the  long  annuities,  if  sold  upon 
the  death  of  the  testator.    Mills  v.  Mills  (a),  Betkune 
V.  Kennedy  (6),  Vincent  v.  Newcombe  (c) ;  Secondly,  thcjr 
contended,  that  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  immediately 
afler  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  long  annuities  would 
have  been  ordered  to  have  been  converted  and  invested 
in  consols ;  and  that  the  widow,  who  had  received  more 
than  she  was  entitled  to,  was  now  bound  to  account  for 
it,  and  that  by  means  of  some  enquiry  or  otherwise  the 
matter  ought  now  to  be  set  right;  that  it  had  been 
agreed  that  no  exceptions  should  be  taken  to  the  re- 
port, and  that  the  Plaintifis  were  not  in  a  condition  to 
take  exceptions,  as  the  Master  had  no  authority,  by 
the  decree,  to  enter  into  the  question ;  and  as  upon  a 
bill  for  an  account,  the  Plaintiff  was  not  at  liberty  to 
enter  into  evidence.  Law  v.  Hunter  ((f),  the  question 
could  not  have  been  raised  at  the  original  hearing;  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  give  credence  to  the 
statement  of  the  Defendant  as  to  the  state  of  the  fund, 
besides  which  the  information  furnished  by  the  letter 
previous  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  did  not  state  that  the 
widow  was  in  the  receipt  of  the  whole  annual  prodnoe 
of  the  long  annuities ;  that  all  the  circumstances  now 
appeared  on  the  report,  and  the  Court  would  decide  the 
question,  notwithstanding  there  were  no  exceptions  to 
it,  Adams  v.  Claxton  {e\  or  give  liberty  to  the  par^  to 
file  another  bill  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Beavan^  for  Isabella  Lichfield  Baker,  the  second 
tenant  for  life,  did  not  argue  the  first  point,  as  it  was 

doubtful 

(a)  7  Sim.  501.  {d)  1  Rtus,  100. 

(b)  1  M^l.  4-  Cr.  114.  (e)  6  Ves.  225. 

(c)  1  You.  599. 
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doubtful  which  construction  would  be  most  beneficial        1840. 

for  the  second  tenant  for  life ;  but  he  contended,  that  if 

the  Court  were  to  hold  that  the  long  annuities  ought  to 

be  converted,  then  that  the  parties  in  remainder  ought 

to  have  the  benefit  of  the  conversion  as  from  the  death 

of  the  testator ;  that  a  decree  for  an  account  enured  to 

the  benefit  of  all  parties,  both  Plaintifis  and  Defendants ; 

and  that  any  error  of  pleadings  or  conduct  on  the  part 

of  the  Plaintiffs  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  prejudice 

the  rights  of  the  Defendants ;  and  that  notwithstandmg 

there  were  no  exceptions,  the  Court  would  not  now 

continue  the  error,  which  was  manifest  upon  the  face  of 

the  report 

Mr.  Bethelly  for  the  representatives  of  Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Elderton^  for  the  widow,  argued, 
first,  that  it  was  manifest  from  the  fact  of  the  testator 
having  given  legacies  of  the  3  per  cent,  consols,  3  per 
cent  reduced,  and  4  per  cents.,  afler  the  deaths  of  the 
first  and  second  tenants  for  life  respectively,  that  he  did 
not  intend  any  alteration  to  be  made  in  the  state  of  the 
property  upon  his  death ;  that  it  was  plain  that  the  tes- 
tator could  never  have  intended  the  4  per  cents,  to  be 
converted  into  consols  at  his  death,  and  to  be  recon- 
verted into  4  per  cents,  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  but  must  have  wished  his  wife  to  enjoy  the  4  per 
cents,  as  they  were  on  his  death,  and  a  part  of  them  to 
be  transferred  to  the  particular  legatee  on  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  that  a  similar  intention  must 
consequently  be  inferred  as  to  the  long  annuities.  They 
cited  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  {a) 

Secondly,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  any 

relief  as  to  the  long  annuities,  there  being  no  questions 

as 
(a)  2  Bern,  31.,  and  4  Myk  i  Cr,  i89. 
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as  to  them  raised  upon  the  record ;  that  the  Plainti£&  had 
express  notice,  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  by  the 
letter  oi  February  ISS?,  of  their  existence  as  part  of  the 
residuary  estate;  that  they  concurred  in  the  payment  of 
the  dividends  to  the  widow,  by  Mr.  Roberts^  in  his  life- 
time, and  in  the  receipt  by  the  widow  since  his  death; 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  again  informed  of  the  drcmn- 
stance  by  the  Defendant's  answer,  and  the  bill  had  afia> 
wards  been  amended,  yet  no  charge  had  been  introduced 
on  this  subject ;  no  such  point  had  been  raised  by  the 
bill,  and  no  opportunity  given  to  the  widow  to  meet  it; 
again  when  the  decree  was  taken,  the  conduct  of  the 
executor  had  never  been  challenged;  they  contended^ 
therefore,  that  the  parties  had  concurred  and  assented  to 
the  receipt  by  the  widow  of  the  long  annuities,  and  thtt 
they  could  not  now  have  any  relief  in  respect  of  theoL 


Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  point  on  which  I  need  call  on  the  Plaintiffi* 
counsel  to  reply,  is  on  the  extent  of  relief  now  to  be 
granted.  As  to  the  other  question,  I  take  this  to  be  the 
rule  of  the  Court,  that  when  a  testator  has  given  an 
estate,  or  the  residue  of  an  estate,  to  persons  in  succes- 
sion, as  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to  another  per- 
son ;  the  Court,  presuming  that  the  testator  intended  the 
remainderman  should  have  something,  will  so  deal  with 
the  property,  if  it  be  a  property  that  is  wearing  out  and 
may  terminate  during  the  life  estate,  as  to  secure  the 
accomplishment  of  that  intention,  and  give  the  remain- 
derman something ;  for  that  purpose  it  will  convert  the 
perishable  into  a  permanent  property,  and  give  the 
income  which  arises  from  it  to  the  persons  entided  for 
life  in  succession,  and  preserve  the  capital  for  the 
person  entitled  in  remainder.  That  is  the  rule ;  and  the 
Court  only  acts  upon  the  general  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator, that  something  should  be  given  to  the  person 

who 
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who  is  the  donee  in  remainder;  but  if,  upon  the  con-  1840. 
struction  of  the  will,  it  appears  the  testator  had  another 
intention,  that  is  to  say,  an  intention  to  give  to  one  or 
more  persons  who  are  to  take  for  lives  or  during  a 
succession  of  lives,  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  in  the 
state  he  left  it  at  the  time  of  his  death,  then  the  Court 
will  carry  that  intention  into  effect ;  and  every  one  of  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  and  every  case  which  can 
arise,  will  turn  upon  this  question  of  construction, 
whether  you  can  find  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  an  in- 
tention that  the  legatee  for  life  shall  enjoy  the  property 
in  the  way  in  which  it  stood  at  the  testator's  death» 
even  to  the  extent  of  defeating  the  testator's  intention  to 
bequeath  something  to  the  remainderman.  I  believe 
that  in  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  in  opposition 
to  the  conversion,  there  have  been  words  clearly  indi- 
cating, from  the  testator's  description  of  the  property  or 
some  other  circumstance,  that  the  testator  intended  the 
donee  to  enjoy  it  for  life,  in  the  same  way  as  it  stood  at 
his  death. 

Having  attended  to  this  will  and  read  it  carefully 
over,  and  having  attended  to  the  ingenious  argument  by 
which  it  has  been  attempted  to  be  shewn  that  the  inten- 
tion was  that  the  donee  for  life  was  to  enjoy  it  as  it 
stood,  I  think  that  there  is  not  enough  in  this  will  to 
except  thb  case  from  the  general  rule.  With  respect 
to  the  sort  of  decree  to  be  made,  I  must  hear  counsel  in 
reply. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply,  on  the  second  point,  as  to 
the  extent  of  relief  to  be  granted. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  If  I  am  now  to  make 
the  decree,  that  is  just  between  the  parties,  the  only  one 
I  can  make  is  founded  on  this:  The  Master  having 

ascertained 
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ascertained  that  the  80/.  long  annuities  is  part  of  the 
residue,  and  it  appearing  to  be  a  perishable  property,  it 
ought  to  be  sold  and  converted  into  3  per  cents.  I 
do  this  on  the  ground  that  the  Plainti£^  by  his  bill  and 
by  his  conduct)  has  made  no  complaint  whatever  of  the 
prior  application  of  the  income  arising  from  the  long 
annuities,  {a) 

(ja)  See  Garland  v.  LUtiewood,  1  Beavtm^  527. 


Note.  —  On  appeal  and  cross  appeal,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on 
the  95th  November  1840,  affirmed  this  decision  as  to  the  con▼e^ 
sion,  considering  the  stock  legacies  as  general  and  not  spedfic,  but 
he  ordered  the  widow  to  account  for  the  long  annuities  from  tbe 
death  of  her  co-executor  in  1832,  when  she  first  proved  the  wilji 
and  acted  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts. 


AprU  1.  DAY  V.  CROFT. 

May  12.  14. 

Theallowance  ^T^HE  principal  object  of  this  petition  was  to  have  it 

to  a  f^^^^^  -*-    referred  back  to  the  Master,  to  review  his  report 

the  Court  de-  as  to  the  allowance  made  by  him  to  the  receiver  in  the 

pends  on  the  cause,  who  had  been  appointed  to  get  in  the  personal 

difficulty  or  estate  of  the  testator  Charles  Day;  and  it  prayed  in  the 

p^enced  in  alternative  that,  if  necessary,  the  petitioners  might  be  at 

the  collection,  liberty  to  take  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report 
There  is  no 
general  rule 

as  to  the  In  Febrmryj  1839,  Mr.  Scott^  a  London  banker,  was 

amount.  •       j          .          «,    i                   . 

The  report  appomted  receiver  of  the  testator's  estate ;  and  he  was 

S^lowln^to^  directed  to  pass  his  accounts  half-yearly,  on  or  before 

the  receiver  the  1 5th  of  November  and  the  1 5th  of  May  in  every 

IFs^^T^e^.  y^^^'  ^^  ^^  ^"^^  ^^^^  ^^'"^  *5  ^^®  Master  might  from 

on  consider-  time  to  time  direct  or  appoint. 

able  receipts^  « 

composed  of  ™ 
large  sums,  due  for  mortgages,  annuities,  rents,  Sec  referred  back  for  review. 
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By  the  first  half-year's  account,  which  was  brought        1840. 
into  the  Master's  office  in  November^  18S9,  it  appears     ^^^^f^^ 
that  he  had  received  from  the  1st  of  March^  1839,  to  v, 

the  15th  of  November^  18S9,  the  sum  of  20,281/.  con-  Cbopt. 
sisting,  as  to  one  half  part,  of  principal  money  paid  in 
discharge  of  mortgage  debts  and  ibr  the  redemption  of 
annuities :  of  about  7000/.  for  interest  on  mortgages 
and  annuities,  and  of  about  3000/.  received  for  the  rent 
of  leasehold  estates.  The  Master  allowed  the  receiver, 
on  passing  his  accounts,  the  sum  of  1014/.  Os.  2(Lj  for 
his  trouble,  being  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent  on 
20,281/.  195.  9d.  the  full  amount  of  all  his  receipts;  he 
directed  the  balance  to  be  paid  into  Court  before  the 
29th  of  Febtitaryj  1840,  and  which  was  done  by  the 
receiver  on  the  22d  of  February. 

It  appeared  that  there  was  still  considerable  out- 
standing estate,  of  which  a  sum  exceeding  100,000/. 
was  due  on  mortgages,  some   being  of  a  very  large 

amount 

* 

Another  subject  of  complaint  contained  in  the  peti- 
tion was,  that  the  receiver  had  had  in  his  hands  from 
the  month  of  Marchy  1839,  large  balances  varying  from 
3000/.  to  15,000/.,  and  particularly  a  balance  of  13,692/. 
from  NovembeTy  1839,  when  he  brought  his  account 
into  the  Master's  office,  to  the  22d  of  Februm-y^  1840, 
when  it  was  paid  into  Court ;  but  the  petition  prayed 
nothing  in  respect  to  this  point,  and  no  evidence  was 
given  of  any  profit  having  been  made  by  the  receiver, 
from  retaining  such  balances. 

Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Hallettj  in  support  of  the 
petition,  contended,  that  the  Master  had  allowed  an  ex- 
travagant remuneration  to  the  receiver  for  his  receipt  of 
gross  sums,   which   had  been  paid   over  without  any 

Vol.  II.  K I  trouble, 
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1840.  trouble^  and  that  not  only  as  to  the  past  but  as  to  the 
future  receipts,  some  means  ought  to  be  adopted  for 
protecting  the  estate  from  the  great  expence  of  the 
receiver. 

That  the  objection  to  the  Master's  report  was  to  the 
principle  on  which  he  had  proceeded,  and  not  to  parti- 
cular items,  and  that  therefore,  as  in  the  case  of  a  tax- 
ation of  costs,  it  was  open  to  review.  Shewell  v.  Jones  (a), 
Fenton  v.  Crickett  (i),  ALsop  v.  Lord  Oxford  {c) ;  that  in 
Wildridge  v.  M^Kane  (d),  receivers*  accounts  were  or- 
dered to  be  reviewed  from  the  beginning. 

They  argued,  that  by  the  rules  and  practice  of  the 
Court,  a  receiver  who  did  not  regularly  account  and  pay 
in  his  balances,  was  liable  to  be  charged  with  interest 
on  the  money  in  his  hands,  and  to  be  deprived  of  his 
salary,  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  (^),  Potts  v.  LeighUm  (f ), 
Fletcher  v.  Dodd  [h) ;  that  he  could  make  no  profit  from 
the  monies  received  by  him,  but  was  accountable  for  it, 
Shaw  V.  Rhodes  (i).  The  Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  Church  (i), 
Massey  v.  Davies  {I) ;  and  that  as  to  the  gross  sums 
which  parties  were  willing  to  pay,  they  might  be  paid 
into  Court  at  once  without  passing  through  the  hands 
of  the  receiver,  and  thereby  the  poundage  would  be 
saved  ;  Haigh  v.  Grattan  {m) ;  they  also  cited  Malcolm 
V.  O'Callaghan  {n)j  and  the  sixty-third  General  Order 
of  1828.  (o) 

Mr. 

(a)  Q  S.^  S.  no.,  Bnd  3  Russ,     Order  of  25d   April  1796,  in 
52«.  15  Fes,  278. 

(b)  5  Mad,  496.  (i)  2  Ruu,  539. 

(c)  1  M^l,  4-  K,  564.  (k)  5  Bro,  C.  C.  41. 
id)  2  Mollo^,  545.  (0  2  r«.  jun.  317. 
(e)  8  Fes,  571.  (jw)  1  Beavan,  201. 
(g)  15  Fes,  273.  (m)  3  Myl.  *  Cr.  52. 
(A)  1  Fes,  jun.  85. ;  General  (o)  2  Buu,  app.  22. 
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Mr.  Tinney^  Mr.  Pembertofif  and  Mr.  Purvis  for  the        1840. 
Plaintiffs ;    and  Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  BagsAawe  for 
the  receiver,  opposed  the  application. 

Mr.  G.  Turner  J  Mr.  Stewarty  Mr.  Terrell^  Mr.  Pren-- 
dergastf  Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  Mr.  BetheUi  Mr.  Glasscj 
Mr.  Withanij  Mr.  Toller,  Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Kinders- 
ley  for  other  parties. 

7%^  Master  ^  M^  Rolls  considered  that  no  case 
had  been  made  out  against  the  receiver,  as  to  the  re- 
tainer by  him  of  large  balances,  but  he  reserved  his 
judgment  on  the  other  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  May  14. 

Various  representations  having  been  made  at  the  bar, 
as  to  the  principle  and  the  practice  adopted  in  the 
offices  of  the  different  Masters  in  respect  of  receiver's 
allowances,  I  thought  it  right,  before  disposing  of 
the  case,  to  enquire  of  the  Masters  what  were  the 
principles  upon  which  they  acted,  and  the  practice 
adopted  on  this  point  in  their  several  offices.  The 
Masters  have  each  of  them  been  good  enough  to  furnish 
me  with  a  certificate :  and  I  find  that  there  is  no  general 
rule,  which  universally  prevails  as  to  the  allowance  to  a 
receiver.  Where  the  receipts  consist  of  rents  of  free- 
hold and  leasehold  estates,  5/.  per  cent,  upon  the 
amount  received  is  most  frequendy  allowed.  If  there  be 
any  special  difficulty  in  collecting  the  rents^  on  account 
of  the  sums  being  extremely  small,  or  of  the  payments 
being  very  frequent,  as  weekly  payments,  then  the  allow- 
ance is  increased ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  there  should  be 
very  great  facility  in  receiving  the  rents,  then  less  than 
5L  per  cent,  is  allowed.    One  of  the  Masters  has  certified 

Kk  ^  to 
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1840.  to  me  a  case,  where,  after  consideration,  he  allowed  only 
4/.  per  cent,  for  the  receipts  of  rents  and  profits  of 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates.  Another  Master  has 
certified  to  me  a  case,  in  which  the  sum  paid  to  the 
receiver  amounted  to  300/.  a  year  for  the  first  year ;  the 
receiver  was  afterwards  allowed  150/.  only  for  a  succes- 
sion of  years,  which  was  afterwards  reduced  to  50/i  a 
year,  for  the  receipt  of  the  same  rents ;  it  cannot  there- 
fore be  considered  as  an  universal  or  general  rule,  that 
5L  per  cent,  should  be  allowed  even  upon  the  receipts 
of  rents  and  profits.  It  may  be  increased  if  there  be 
any  extraordinary  difficulty,  or  diminished  if  there  be 
any  extraordinary  facility  in  the  collection. 

With  respect  to  other  receipts,  each  Master  considers 
himself  bound  to  have  regard  to  the  degree  of  facility  or 
difficulty  there  may  be  in  receiving  them.  They  have 
sometimes  allowed  2^  per  cent.,  but  for  gross  sums  of 
money  this  has  been  very  much  reduced,  and  1^  percent 
has  been  allowed  upon  many  occasions.  It  appears> 
therefore,  that  the  Masters,  as  they  ought,  consider 
upon  each  occasion,  what  is  fit  or  proper  to  be  allowed, 
having  regard  to  the  degree  of  difficulty  or  facility  ex- 
perienced by  the  receiver. 

I'he  Master,  whose  report  is  sought  to  be  reviewed, 
informed  me,  that  at  the  time  this  matter  was  before  him, 
an  objection  was  made  to  the  amount  of  the  allowance 
which  he  had  awarded,  but  that  the  particular  circum- 
stances, and  the  particular  nature  of  the  items,  were  not 
brought  to  his  attention:  the  consequence  of  which  was, 
that  having  nothing  to  induce  him  to  depart  from  the 
common  rule  of  5/.  per  cent.,  he  allowed  it. 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  there  being  aboat 
1000/.  allowed  to  the  receiver,  for  receiving  these  sums 

of 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  49S 

of  money  consisting  of  large  sums  paid  for  mortgages,  1840. 
for  redemption  of  annuities,  for  interest  upon  mortgages, 
and  for  annuities :  and  the  Master  not  having  had  the 
opportunity  of  considering  what  ought  to  be  allowed  in 
this  particular  case:  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  1 
ought  to  refer  it  back  to  him,  to  review  his  report. 
The  petition,  therefore,  in  this  respect  succeeds.  There 
are  very  many  parties  in  this  cause,  who  appeared  (I 
cannot  say  improperly)  to  defend  the  Master's  report ; 
they  must  have  their  costs  of  the  application. 


WEBB  V.  WEBB.  ^     May  i4. 

THE  testator  in  this  case  gave  annuities  of  400/.  a  Where  a  tes- 
vear  to  Ann  Webb,  and  70/.  a  year  to  William  ^^^  ^''"^^^* 
•'  ^  '    ^        ^  •'^  the  accumula- 

Adams  during  their  respective  lives,  which  he  charged  tionofafund 
on  his  money  in  the  consols ;  and  he  then  declared  the  ^^  ^t^^wS. 
trusts  of  the  residue  of  his  money  in  the  consolidated  sequent  to 

his  qgcg&sg 

bank  annuities,  after  providing  for  the  annuities,  in  the  the  accumu- 

following  terms.  latjon  becomes 

°  void  at  the 

expiration  of 

«  And  it  is  my  will,  that  as  and  when  each  of  them  '^^'^;^m  hj, 
the  said  Ann  Webb  and  William  Adams  shall  respectively  decease,  al- 
die,  the  annuity  and  annuities  so  given  by  me,  to  or  for  tha"period 

her  or  him  respectively  as  aforesaid,  sliall  be  laid  out  there  has 

^  been  on  the 

from  whole  less 
than  twenty-one  years  of  accumulation. 
A  testator  gave  annuities  to  A,  and  B.  respectively  charged  on  money  in  the 
funds;  and  he  directed  that  when  either  died,  the  annuity  should  accumulate  until 
the  death  of  the  survivor.  A,  died  some  time  after  the  testator ;  B,  being  still 
living:  Held,  that  the  accumulation  must  cease  at  the  expiration  of  twenty-one 
years  from  the  ieslalor*s  decease,  and  not  from  twenty-one  years  from  the  decease 
of  A. 

K/c  S 
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1840. 


Webb 

V, 

Wbbb. 


from  time  to  time,  until  the  death  of  the  last  survivor  of 
them  the  said  two  last-named  several  annuitants,  as  an 
addition  to  the  said  capital  of  the  said  rest,  residue,  and 
remainder  of  my  said  stock  of  the  three  per  cent,  con- 
solidated bank  annuities,  and  all  such  additional  stock, 
and  the  interest  and  dividends  of  the  same,  shall  be  and 
be  taken  as  an  increase  and  accumulation  to  the  said 
capital  stock,  until  the  death  of  the  last  survivor  of 
them,  the  said  two  last  above-named  annuitants ;  and 
from  and  after  the  several  deceases  of  the  survivor  of  the 
said  two  annuitants,  namely,  the  said  Ann  Webbj  widow, 
and  William  Adamsj  and  full  payment  of  their  several 
annuities  hereinbefore  given  and  directed  to  be  paid  to 
them,  then  upon  trust,  that  the  dividends,  interest,  and 
annual  proceeds  of  the  said  rest,  residue,  and  remainder 
of  any  said  capital  stock  of  the  three  per  cent,  consoli- 
dated bank  annuities,  and  the  dividends  and  proceeds  of 
'all  such  accumulations  as  shall  or  may  have  been  up  to 
that  time  made  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  paid  unto  and 
equally  divided  between  the  said  Ann  Webby  John  Webby 
Thomas  StaUard  Webb^  William  Webby  Sarah  Jackson 
Venny  the  wife  of  the  said  John  Venny  James  Alden  Webby 
and  George  Webby  the  seven  children  of  my  said  late 
deceased  brother  William  Webby  and  their  respective 
assigns  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  respective 
natural  lives,"  with  remainder  to  their  respective  chil- 
dren. The  testator  gave  the  remainder  of  his  personal 
estate  not  already  disposed  of,  to  his  said  seven  nephews 
and  nieces. 


The  testator  died  on  the  Sd  of  March  1813,  leaving 
Ann  Webb  and  William  Adams  surviving  him.  At  his 
death  he  was  possessed  of  a  sum  of  43,000/.  consols,  and 
under  an  order  of  the  Court  made  in  this  cause,  a  sum 
of  consols  had  been  set  apart  to  answer  the  two  annui- 
ties of  400/.  and  70/. 

W.  Adams 
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W.  Adams  died  some  time  after  the  testator,  and  the 
sum  set  apart  to  answer  his  annuity  was  allowed  to 
accumulate.  Ann  Webb  was  still  living,  and  the  ques- 
tion which  arose  upon  this  petition  was,  whether  the 
accumulation  of  the  sum  set  apart  to  answer  Adamses 
annuity  should  cease  on  the  Sd  of  March  1834,  under 
the  Thellusson  Act  (40  G.  3.  c.  98.)9  or  continue  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  death  of  the  annuitant  Adams. 
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1840. 


Webb 

V, 

Webb. 


The  petitioners,  the  nephews  and  nieces,  insisted 
that  the  accumulation  ceased  on  the  3d  of  March  1834, 
and  that  the  subsequent  dividends  fell  into  the  residue, 
and  belonged  to  them,  and  by  this  petition  they  prayed 
for  a  declaration  in  conformity  therewith,  and  for  pay- 
ment 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Steere^  in  support  of  tlie 
petition,  referred  to  (yNeill  v.  Lucas,  (a) 


Mr.  Bethellj  contra,  made  two  points :  first,  he  con- 
tended that  the  intention  of  the  TheUusson  Act  was  merely 
to  prevent  an  accumulation  for  more  than  twenty-one 
years ;  that  where,  therefore,  the  accumulation  did  not 
commence  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  might  still 
continue  for  twenty-one  years  from  its  commencement, 
though  more  than  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of 
the  testator ;  and  secondly,  that  the  testator  had  placed 
himself  in  loco  parentis^  and  that  the  case  came  within 
the  exception  contained  in  the  second  clause  made  in 
favour  of  accumulations  for  raising  portions  for  any 
children  of  any  settlor  or  devisor  {b) :  he  cited  Shaw  v. 
Shades,  (c) 

The 


(a)  S  KeeUf  515. 
(5)  See    Eyre   v.    Marsdeii, 
9  Keen^  573. 


(c)  ]  Mylne  j*  Craig^  135. 


Kk  4 
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1840. 


Webb 

V. 

Webb. 


TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  if  a  testator  died 
in  I82O9  he  could  not  dispose  of  the  interest  of  his 
property  until  184*0,  and  then  direct  the  capital  and 
subsequent  interest  to  go  on  accumulating  until  1861; 
he  must,  therefore,  make  an  order  in  conformity  with 
the  prayer  of  the  petition. 


1839. 
Nov.  25. 

The  Court 
declined  tak- 
ing the  con- 
sent of  a  mar- 
ried woman, 
who  was  a 
minory  to  the 
payment  out 
of  Court  of 
money  to 
which  she  was 
entitled. 

Affidavits 
used  in  the 
Master's  office 
ought  to  be 
regularly  filed 
like  other 
affidavits. 


STUBBS  V.  SARGON. 

A  MARRIED  lady  who  had  not  attained  twenty- 
"^^  one,  being  entitled  to  a  sum  of  money  in  Court, 
petitioned  to  have  the  same  paid  out  to  her  husband, 
and  she  attended  in  Court  for  the  purpose  of  being 
separately  examined  and  consenting  thereto. 

Mr.  Walker^  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on 
GuUin  V.  Gullin  (a),  where  a  similar  order  had  been 
made;  but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  felt  great  difficulty 
in  acting  upon  that  authority,  and  declined  making 
the  order. 


In  the  same  cause  an  order  had  been  made,  supported 
by  affidavits  which  had  been  deposited  in  the  Master's 
office,  but  had  not  been  filed.  It  was  said  that  in  prac- 
tice this  was  held  equivalent  to  filing  them. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  There  is  a  general  order 
of  the  Court,  which  directs  that  no  order  shall  be  drawn 

up 

(a)  7  Simons,  236. 
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up  by  the  Registrars  until  the  affidavits  on  which  it  is 
founded  have  been  filed,  (a)  This  application  is  founded 
on  affidavits  in  the  Master's  office,  which  have  never 
been  filed,  and  the  order  cannot  be  drawn  up  until  that 
has  been  done.  Whatever  may  be  the  custom,  I  think 
that  the  Masters  ought  not  to  make  reports  on  affidavits 
which  have  not  been  previously  regularly  filed. 

(a)  See  Wy.  Pr.  Reg,  8.,  Beames*  Orders,  149.  307. 


NICHOLSON  V.  PEILE. 


May  15. 


rilHE  Defendant  Peile  filed  a  general  demurrer  to 
*^  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  and  set  it  down  for  argument, 
whereupon  the  Plaintiff,  before  argument,  submitted  to 
the  demurrer,  and  on  the  2d  ot  April  obtained  an  order 
of  course  for  liberty  to  amend,  upon  payment  to  the 
Defendant  Peik  of  205.  costs  in  respect  of  the  amend- 
ment, and  the  costs  of  the  demurrer,  and  without  costs 
as  to  the  other  Defendant,  amending  her  office  copy, 
^'  the  Plaintiff  undertaking  to  amend  the  bill  within 
three  weeks." 

The  costs  were  taxed,  and  paid  on  the  1st  of  May; 
but  the  Plaintiff  did  not  amend  his  bill  within  the  three 
weeks,  which  expired  on  the  24th  of  April.  On  the 
29th  of  April  he  obtained,  as  of  course,  a  second  order 
to  amend  similar  in  terms  to  the  first.  No  answer  had 
been  filed. 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Peile, 
that  the  second  order  might  be  discharged  with  costs 
for  irregularity.     The   affidavit  in   opposition   stated, 

that 


A  Plaintiff 
submitted  to 
a  demurreFy 
and  obtained 
an  order  of 
course  to 
amend,  under- 
taking to 
amend  within 
three  weeks ; 
he  did  not 
comply  with 
the  under- 
taking, but 
after  the  ex- 
piration of 
the  three 
weeks,  ob- 
tained a 
second  order 
of  course  to 
amend  upon 
similar  terms. 
No  answer 
having  been 
filed:  Held, 
that  the  se- 
cond order 
was  not  ir- 
regular. 


Peile. 
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1840.        that  immediately  on  the  first  order  being  obtained,  in- 

J^"^^*""^     structions  were  laid  before  counsel  to  amend  the  bill,  but 
Nicholson 

V,  that  owing  to  other  engagements,  the  amended  bill  was 

not  obtained  from  him  until  the  day  after  the  expiration 
of  the  three  weeks  mentioned  in  the  first  order,  which 
was  the  reason  of  the  default  m  not  amending  within 
the  time. 

Mr.  George  Turner  for  the  motion. 

The  Plaintiff  having  failed  in  the  performance  of  his 
first  undertaking,  had  no  right  to  get  a  second  order  as 
of  course  giving  him  further  time  to  amend,  otherwise, 
by  obtaining  a  series  of  such  orders,  a  Defendant 
might  be  indefinitely  delayed,  without  the  possibiligr  of 
relieving  himself  therefrom,  as  he  could  not  put  in  an 
answer  pending  an  order  to  amend.  A  demurrer  being 
put  in,  the  Plaintiff  has  submitted  to  it,  and  on  certain 
terms  he  has  been  allowed  the  indulgence  of  amending 
his  bill;  he  must  strictly  comply  with  his  undertakings 
and  upon  his  default,  either  the  demurrer  ought  to  be 
considered  as  allowed,  or  the  Defendant  ought  to  have 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  allowing  it  with  costs. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Koe^  contra. 

By  the  thirteenth  General  Order  (1831)  (a)  the  Plain- 
tiff has  liberty,  once  only  after  an  answer  has  been  filed, 
to  obtain  an  order  of  course  to  amend  his  bill;  but  by 
the  fourteenth  order  (1828)  (&)  there  is  no  limit  to  the 
number  of  such  orders  of  course,  which  he  may  obtain 
before  answer ;  he  must  undertake,  however,  to  amend 
within  three  weeks :  this  undertaking  has  reference  only 
to  the  right  of  the  Defendant  to  move  to  dismiss  for 

want 

(a)  1  RuK.  4*  Mif,  769.  {b)  i  Rutt,  app.  9. 
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want  of  prosecution.  In  general,  a  Plaintiff  obtains  as 
many  orders  of  course  to  amend  as  he  pleases,  provided 
no  answer  has  been  filed ;  and  unless  the  demurrer  in  this 
case  be  considered  an  answer,  the  second  order  is  not 
irregular.  If  the  Plaintiff  had  amended  under  the  first 
order,  he  might  (provided  no  answer  had  been  put  in) 
have  obtained  a  further  order  of  course  to  amend  his 
bill,  and  he  cannot  be  in  a  worse  condition  than  he 
would  have  been  in  if  he  had  amended  imperfectly. 


1840. 


Nicholson 
Peile. 


Mr.  Turner^  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  I  can  grant  this  application.  By  the 
fourteenth  order,  the  effect  of  not  amending  within  the 
time  is,  that  the  order  becomes  void  as  regards  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution ;  so  far  the  un- 
dertaking was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  Defendants. 
This  practice  of  obtaining  several  orders  to  amend  as  of 
course  may  be  open  to  great  abuse,  and  when  abuse  is 
discovered  a  remedy  will  be  applied.  The  afiBdavit  here 
shews  that  none  was  intended,  and  that  the  delay  arose 
from  counsel  not  having  completed  the  amendments.  I 
must  refuse  the  application,  but  without  costs. 
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May  13,  14. 


A  Defendant 
by  his  answer 
stated,  that  he 
had  handed 
over  some 
documents 
relating  to 
the  matters  in 
question  to 
his  agent  in 
Jamaica^  to 
enable  him  to 
defend  a  suit 
tliere.    That 
the  agent  had 
lefl  the  island, 
and  that  the 
documents 
had  been 
taken  posses- 
sion of  by  a 
receiver  ap- 
pointed by 
the  Court  of 
Chancery 
there : 

Held,  that 
this  admission 
entitled  the 
Plaintiff  for 
an  order  for 
production ; 
but  liberty 
was  given  to 
the  Defend- 
ant to  relieve 
himself,  if 
possible,  by 
affidavit,  from 
the  effects  of 
this  admission. 


MORRICE  V.  SWABY. 

np^HIS  was  a  suit  instituted  in  respect  of  a  property  in 
Jamaica. 

Tiie  Defendant,  the  executor,   in  his  answer,  after 
stating  the  institution  of  a  suit  in  that  colony  in  respect 
of  the  same  matter,  said,  *^  that  in  order  to  enable  his 
agent  in  the  said  island  to  render  on  Defendant's  behalf 
all  such  accounts  as  Defendant  was  liable  to  render  in 
respect  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate,  he.  De- 
fendant, sent  to  his  said  agent  sundry  books,  accounts," 
&c.  relating  to  the  estate,  ^'  which  were  in  Defendant's 
possession."     **  That  his  said  agent  some  time  since  left 
the  said  island  without  having  returned  to  Defendant  the 
said  books,  accounts,  &c.,  and  that,  therefore,  the  said 
particulars  were  taken  possession  of  by  a  person  who 
had  been  appointed  receiver  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  or  some  part  thereof,  by  an  order  of 
the  said  Court  of  Chancery  in  Jamaica^  made  in  the 
hereinbefore  mentioned  suit,  and  the  Defendant  believed 
that  the  said  several  particulars  were  now  in  the  said 
island  of  Jamaica" 

He  subsequently  stated  that  he  kept  no  list  of  the  do- 
cuments so  sent  to  Jamaica^  «ind  that,  save  as  appeared 
by  the  third  schedule,  he  had  not  now,  nor  had  he  ever, 
in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power,  any  document,  &c., 
relating  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  that  he  had  in  the 
third  schedule  set  forth  the  best  list  he  was  able  of  all 
such  particulars,  by  the  bill  inquired  after,  as  were  then, 
or  ever  had  been,  in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power. 


The 
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The  third  schedule  was  as  follows :  —  **  An  account 
book ;  an  account  current  book ;  a  jouiHal  and  sundry 
accounts  and  vouchers  which  have  been  transmitted 
from  time  to  time  by  this  Defendant  to  Jamaica;  a 
bundle  of  vouchers,  numbered  1.  to  25.  inclusive;  sun- 
dry accounts  and  documents,  numbered  26.  to  32." 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bagshawe  moved  for  the  pro- 
duction of  all  the  documents  in  the  third  schedule. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bazalgette  contended  that  no 
order  for  the  production  of  the  documents  in  Jamaica 
ought  to  be  made,  as  there  was  no  sufficient  admission  of 
their  possession ;  Farquharson  v.  Balfour  {a)  was  cited. 


TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  Farquharsofi  v.  Balfour,  which  was  cited,  the  de- 
fendant stated  he  had  not  papers  in  his  power  for  a 
reason  which  shewed  that  they  were.  Here  the  effect 
of  the  answer  is  this,  the  Defendant  had  the  papers 
in  bis  possession  or  power,  and  delivered  them  to  his 
agent,  and  they  were  taken  out  of  the  possession  of  the 
agent  by  another  person  whom  the  Defendant  calls  the 
receiver.  They  are  now  in  the  hands  of  the  same  person, 
and  from  the  latter  part  of  the  answer  connected  with  the 
former,  I  must  presume  th«it  they  are  now  in  the  pos- 
session or  power  of  the  Defendant.  I  think,  however, 
from  what  is  stated,  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have 
leave  to  remove  the  effect  of  this  admission  by  affidavit. 
1  must  make  the  order  for  the  production  of  these  do- 
cuments, unless  the  Defendant  satisfactorily  shews  by 
affidavit  that  the  documents  in  question  are  so  circum- 
stanced as  not  to  be  in  his  possession,  custody,  or 
power,  (i) 

(a)  Tum.^  Ruts,  I90y  191.  (6)   Parsont    v.    RoberUon^ 

2  Keen^  605. 


A%14. 
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March  25.  DODD  V.  WEBBER. 

May  9.  13. 

Service  abroad  l^fR*  ROUPELL  moved  ex  parte  that  service  of  a 

to  aoDw"*     "*"^'""  subpcena  in  France  upon  one  of  the  Defendants 

ordered  under  residinir  there  mifirht  be  £:ood  service  under  the  act  of 

c.  82.  in  a  the4&5  W.A^.c.82. 

case  where 

English  funds  .  ,    ,         ^ ,     . 

were  alleged  Ine  apphcation  was  supported  by  affidavit,  stating 

to  have  been  ^^^  ^i^^  property  which  was  the  subject  of  this  suit  was 
improperly  t      r      j  j 

sold  out  and  a  sum  of  14,000/.  consols,  sold  by  the  Defendants,  the 
!?tt^tan  stock  t'^ustees,  and  improperly  invested  in  Austrian  stock, 
andDu^Aand  Dutch  government  bonds,  and  Porttiguese  government 
bondsT^         bonds,  and  which  were  inscribed  in  the  government 

The  De-       books  of  the  several  countries ;  it  stated  also  that  service 
feudant  having 

made  default    of  the  subpoena  might  be  authenticated  by  her  Majesty's 

in  entering  his  ^^^^^^  ^^  p^^;^ 

appearance, 

and  the  ser- 

lX^«^a°d  7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  «  That  personal 
order  having  service,  within  three  months,  upon  the  said  Defendant 
authenti^ted,  ^t  Paris,  or  at  Charenton  near  Paris,  all  in  the  kingdom 

the  Court,        Qf  France,  of  a  stihpoena  to  appear  to  and  answer  the 

under  the  .  . 

above  act,         PlaintiiF's  bill  returnable  in  three  weeks  from  the  time 

ordered  an  ^f  g^^j^  service,  miirht  be  good  service,  upon  such  ser- 
appearance  to  '       o  d  ^     i 

be  entered  by  vice  being  proved  by  affidavit  to  be  sworn  before  her 
the  six  clerk,     ^^^^^^y^  ^.^^^gul  at  Paris.'' 


May  15.  The  above  order  and  the  subpcena  were  served  at 

Paris,  but  the'Defendant  made  default  in  entering  his  ap- 
pearance; whereupon  the  service  of  the  above  order  and 
of  the  subpoena  at  Paris  having  been  properly  verified 
by  affidavit  sworn  before  the  British  consul  there,  and 
the  signature  of  the  consul  being  also  verified,  it  was 

now 
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now  moved,  ex  partem  by  Mr,  Roupelly  under  the  4  & 
5  fV.  4.  c.  82.,  that  one  of  the  clerks  in  Court  should 
enter  an  appearance  for  the  Defendant.  He  cited  an 
unreported  case  of  M^KeUar  v.  M^KeUar^  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  granted  the  application, 
and  ordered  *'  That  Mr.  Smithy  one  of  the  sworn  clerks, 
do  enter  an  appearance  for  the  said  Defendant." 

Note.  See  1  DanieWt  Pr,  681.  n,{e\  and  Godson  y.  Cooh^  7  Sim, 
519. 


KINDER  V.  FORBES. 

npiHE  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to  set  aside  certain 
-*-  mortgage  securities  held  by  the  Defendant,  and  to 
prevent  the  further  receipt  by  him  of  several  annual 
sums  comprised  therein,  amounting  to  225/.,  which,  by 
an  order  made  in  another  suit,  had  been  directed  to  be 
paid  to  him  by  the  receiver  in  that  cause. 

The  Defendant  was  a  practising  solicitor,  in  partner- 
ship with  Messrs.  Hale^  Bot/Sj  and  Austen^  in  Ely  Place^ 
but  he  bad  gone  abroad  during  the  last  year,  and  was 
at  present  in  Italy^  and  had  no  dwelling-house  in  this 
country.  The  transaction  in  respect  of  which  this  suit 
was  instituted  was  not  a  partnership  transaction,  but  the 
annual  sums  comprising  the  225/.  had  been  received 
for  the  Defendant  by  his  partners  during  his  absence 
from  the  receiver. 


April25. 
May  16. 

An  order  that 
service  of  a 
subpcBtw  to 
appear  and 
answer  upon 
the  Defend- 
ant's partners 
at  the  house 
of  business, 
the  Oefendant 
himself  being 
abroad,  Held, 
under  the  cir- 
cumstances, 
to  be  regular. 


The  Defendant's  partners  having  declined  accepting 
service  of  the  stibpcena  to  appear  and  answer ;  the  Court 
on  the  25th  of  March  1840,  on  the  motion  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, 
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184.0. 


Kinder 

V. 

Forbes. 
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tiff,  ordered,  that  service  of  a  stibpaena  to  appear  and 
answer  the  Plaintiff's  bill  on  Messrs.  Hale  and  Co.,  at 
Ely  Place^  should  be  deemed  good  service  on  the  De- 
fendant. 


The  Defendant  having  agreed  to  enter  a  conditional 
appearance  with  the  registrar,  now  moved  to  discharge 
the  order. 

Mr.  C,  P,  Cooper  and  Mr.  James  Russell,  in  support 
of  the  motion. 


The  order  which  has  been  made  ex  parte  is  not  autho- 
rised by  the  practice  of  the  Court ;  there  are,  it  is  true, 
two  authorities  in  its  favour,  viz.  Carter  y.De  Brune  {a\ 
where  service  of  A'Stibpcenaj  on  a  person  who  transacted 
matters  under  a  letter  of  attorney  from  the  Defendant, 
was  ordered  to  be  good  service ;  and  Hyde  v.  Forster{b)j 
where  an  order  was  made  directing  service  on  the  agent 
and  factor  in  England  of  the  Defendant  living  abroad  to 
be  good  service ;  but  the  authority  of  these  cases  was 
expressly  denied  by  Lord  Redesdale  in  Smith  v.  The 
Hibernian  Mine  Company  [c) ;  in  that  case  a  Defend- 
ant residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  had  given  a  power 
of  attorney  to  P.,  to  act  for  him  in  the  management  of 
his  affairs,  and  the  Court  refused  to  allow  substituted 
service  of  a  subpoena  to  appear  and  answer  on  P.; 
Lord  Redesdale  saying,  ^^  I  think  the  legislature  has  de- 
cided this  question :  it  has,  in  several  instances,  sub- 
stituted service,  an  interference  which  would  be  wholly 
unnecessary  if  this  Court  had  power  to  do  it" 

Orders  for  such  service  have  been  refused  in  much 
stronger  cases  than  the  present :  thus  in  Bond  v.  The 

Duke 


{a)  1  Dide.  59. 
[b)  lb,  102. 


(c)  1  Scho,  ij-  Lef,  233, 
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Ikike  of  Newcastle  (a)  where  Defendants  were  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  service  of  the  subpoena  on 
their  clerk  in  court  could  not  be  allowed  to  be  deemed 
good  service,  though  they  had,  by  their  clerk  in  court, 
filed  a  bill  relative  to  the  same  subject ;  so  in  Roberts 
V.  Wordey  (b)  the  court  refused  to  order  service  on  the 
clerk  in  court  in  the  original  bill  of  a  Defendant  out  of 
the  jurbdiction  to  be  good  service  of  the  subpoena  to 
appear  and  answer  the  same  bill  when  amended ;  and  in 
the  case  of  cause  and  cross  cause  a  like  application  has 
been  refused ;   Waterton  v.  Crofi.  (c) 


1840. 


Kinder 

V. 

Forbes. 


Two  acts  of  parliament  {d)  have  passed  for  enabling 
parties  to  serve  subpoenas  where  the  Defendant  is  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  which  would  have  been  useless  if  this 
order  be  correct.  The  Plaintiff,  if  at  all,  must  pro- 
ceed under  those  acts;  and  there  is  no  suggestion 
that  the  Defendant  has   withdrawn  himself  to  avoid 


service. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Eoupelli  contrdj  contended 
that  the  order  was  regular ;  that  by  the  practice  of  the 
Court  personal  service  of  a  subpoena  was  not  necessary ; 
for  by  the  General  Rules  of  the  Court  a  subpoena  is 
well  served  by  leaving  a  copy  of  it  and  of  the  indorse- 
ment thereon  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  Defendant, 
and  producing  the  original  writ  to  the  person  with 
whom  the  copy  is  left;  Davidson  v.  Marchioness  of 
Hastings  {e);  that  here  service  had  been  directed  at 
the  Defendant's  office,  which  was  equivalent  to  a  service 
at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  party. 

That 


(fl)  .3  Bro,  C.  C.  386. 

(b)  S  Cox,  389, 

(c)  5  Sim,  50i.  and  678. 

Vol.  II. 


(d)  2  W.  4.  c.  33.,   and  4  & 
5  W.  4.  c.  88. 

(e)  2  Keen,  513. 

L  I 
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That  the  present  case  did  not  come  within  the  sta- 
tute referred  to,  which,  in  practice,  had  been  found  to 
be  a  dead  letter,  as  it  did  not  provide  for  the  steps  to 
be  taken  consequent  on  the  service  of  the  subpcma. 

Mr.  Cooper^  in  reply. 

The  statute  provides  a  remedy  in  the  particular  cases 
therein  stated,  but  has  not  removed  the  inconvenience 
in  other  cases.  The  effect  of  substituting  service  is  most 
harsh  on  a  Defendant ;  the  writ  is  returnable  in  four 
days,  and  before  any  notice  can  be  given  to  a  Defend- 
ant of  the  existence  of  the  subpcena^  a  sequestration  may 
issue  and  his  whole  property  may  be  seized. 


May  16.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  a  motion  was  made  to  discharge,  for  irre- 
gularity, an  order  that  service  of  a  subpcena  to  appear 
and  answer,  on  Messrs.  Hale^  Boys^  and  Amteti^  at 
No.  6.  Ely  Place^  Holborrtj  should  be  deemed  good  ser- 
vice on  the  Defendant,  John  Hopton  Forbes. 

Mr.  Forbes  is  a  practising  solicitor,  carrying  on 
business  in  partnership  with   Messrs.  Hale^  BoySj  and 

■ 

Aiislerif  in  Ely  Place.  He  is  at  this  time  abroad,  and 
has  not  in  England  any  dwelling-house  where  service 
can  be  made  according  to  the  ordinary  rule. 

The  question  in  the  cause  relates  to  the  validity  of 
a  mortgage,  the  interest  on  which  is  payable  to  Mr. 
Forbes^  under  an  order  of  this  Court  made  in  the  cause 
of  Bryan  v.  T\vigg ;  and  during  the  absence  of  Mr. 
Forbesy  the  interest  is  received  for  his  use  by  hb 
partners  who  are  here.     The  transaction  in  question  is 

not 
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not  a  partnership  transaction ;  but  for  this  purpose,  the 
partners  of  Mr.  Foibes  are  his  agents. 

The  order  is,  that  service  of  the  subpcena  on  the 
partners  who  are  such  agents,  or  one  of  them,  shall  be 
deemed  good  service  on  Mr.  Forbes. 

Considering  that  Mr.  Forbes  is  known  to  be  a  soli- 
citor of  very  great  respectability,  it  occasions  no  small 
surprise,  in  my  mind  at  the  least,  that  under  these 
circumstances,  he  or  those  who  act  for  him,  should  not 
appear  to  the  bill,  and  obtain  such  ,time  as  may  be 
necessary  for  him  to  put  in  a  satisfactory  answer. 

He  has  chosen  to  adopt  a  very  different  course,  and 
appearing  to  be  well  informed  of  what  has  passed,  he 
has  entered,  or  offered  to  enter,  a  conditional  appear- 
ance with  the  Registrar,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  move  to  discharge  the  order  for  irregularity. 
He  says,  that  service  on  his  agents  or  partners,  at  his 
place  of  business,  is  not  a  good  service  on  him,  and 
that  he  ought  to  be  served  personally  in  Italy^  where  he 
now  is,  under  the  authority  of  the  recent  acts  made  for 
that  purpose.  In  other  words,  he  says  that,  being  a 
practising  solicitor,  now  carrying  on  business  by  his 
firm  in  Ijondon^  being  now  in  Italy^  but  well  knowing 
that  process  has  been  left  with  his  partners  at  his  place 
of  business  in  London^  he  insists  that  this  service  shall 
go  for  nothing,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  shall  be  at  the 
expense  of  pursuing  him  to  Italy^  and  procuring  him  to 
be  served  there.  It  appears  to  me  that  thb  purpose  can- 
not be  attained  even  if  he  were  successful  in  this  appli- 
cation. One  object  of  the  bill  is  to  restrain  him  from 
receiving  money  from  a  receiver  of  this  Court ;  no  in- 
junction is  necessary,  or  even  proper,  for  that  purpose; 
an  order  upon  the  receiver  would  do  justice  in  this 

L  I  2  respect : 
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respect:  and  even  if  the  present  order  could  not  be 
sustained,  I  conceive  that  an  order  for  service  on  Mr. 
Forbes  himself,  at  his  place  of  business,  would  be  good. 

But,  considering  the  circumstances  of  this  case  in 
connection  with  some  of  the  observations  made  by  Lord 
Redesdale  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  The  Hibernian  Mine 
Company^  and  the  order  made  by  Sir  John  Leach  in 
the  case  of  English  v.  Hendrick  {a\  I  do  not  think  that 
the  present  order  is  irregular,  and  consequently,  thb 
motion  must  be  refused. 

{a)  6  Mad.  205. 


June  15.  18. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  DRAPERS' 

COMPANY. 


In  every  case 
where  the 
general  pur- 
pose of  a  gift 
or  conveyance 
is  declared  to 
be  charity, 
and  the  par- 
ticular pay- 
ments do  not 
exhaust  the 
whole  fund, 
any  surplus 
will  belong  to 
the  charity, 
unless  there 
are  other  cir- 
cumstances 
from  which  a 
contrary  in- 
tention of  the 
testator  can 
be  collected. 


nnHE  facts  of  this  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  judg- 
■*-    ment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.     It  was  argued 
by 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Blwit^  for  the  information. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Uoyd^  Mr.  Kyle  and  Mr. 
Fostet'j  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-General 
against  the  Drapers'  Company,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  it  declared  that  the  whole  income  of  the  pro- 
perty possessed  by  the  company,  under  the  will  of 
Samuel  Harwar^  is  applicable  to  the  charitable  purposes 
in  the  will  declared. 

Having 
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Having  read  the  pleadings  and  the   evidence,  and        1840. 
attended  to  the  are:ument  addressed  to  me  on  behalf  of    ^^"^^^'^^ 

°  ^   ^  Attorsky- 

the  Defendants,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  question  de-      General 

pends  upon  the  true  construction  and  meaning  of  the  TheDaApgRg* 
testator's  will,  and  that  this  construction  cannot  be  Company. 
affected  by  a  letter  which  is  said  to  have  been  addressed 
to  the  company  by  the  testator  some  time  before  the 
date  of  his  will,  or  by  that  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case  has,  as  it  appears  to  me,  been  in- 
correctly called  cotemporaneous  usage.  The  company 
appears  to  have  been  unwilling  to  accept  the  trust  so 
long  as  it  was  conceived  to  be  likely  to  be  burdensome, 
and  to  have  accepted  it  only  when  it  was  thought  likely 
that  it  might  be  accepted  without  loss. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  28th  of  Jamiary 
1703,  bequeathed  to  his  executors  1700/.,  in  trust  to 
lay  out,  with  the  advice  of  the  overseers  after  named, 
100/.,  more  or  less,  in  the  purchase  of  a  piece  of  ground, 
&c.,  for  erecting  twelve  almshouses,  &c.,  and  he  directed 
that  in  building  the  same  his  executors  should  expend 
400/.,  or  thereabouts,  and  should  convey  the  same  to 
the  Company  of  Drapers  for  the  habitation  of  three 
poor  men  and  three  poor  women  of  the  Drapers'  Com- 
pany, and  three  poor  men  and  three  poor  women  of  the 
parbh  where  the  almshouses  should  be  situate,  &c. ; 
and  he  directed  that  the  remainder  of  the  1 700/.  should 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  an  estate  of  inheritance 
of  60/.  a  year  or  thereabouts,  &c.,  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  Drapers'  Company,  &c.,  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  the  six  poor  men  and  six  poor  women  in  the 
said  almshouses  for  ever,  in  manner  following;  that  is 
to  say,  in  trust  that  the  court  of  assistants  of  the  said 
company  for  the  time  being,  by  and  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  estate  to  be  purchased,  should 
from  time  to  time  monthly,  by  themselves  or  agents, 
pay  and  distribute  to  the  said  six  poor  men  and  six 

Zr  /  3  poor 
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1840.        poor  women,  or  such  number  of  them  as  should  be  in  the 

^"^^^^^     said  almshouses,  6s.  a-piece  (a),  and  once  every  year  to 

General      each  of  them  a  load  of  good  coals ;  and  upon  a  yearly 

TheDfiAPEBs'  visitation  to  each  of  them  Is.  a-piece. 
Company. 

The  question  raised  upon  the  construction  of  this 
will  arises  from  this,  that  the  testator,  having  stated  that 
the  conveyance  was  to  be  made  to  the  Drapers'  Com- 
pany for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  alms- 
«  people  in  the  almshouses,  refers  to  the  manner  of  such 
maintenance  and  support,  and  then  expresses  a  trust 
for  payments  which  do  not,  as  it  is  said,  exhaust  the 
whole  income  which  he  contemplated ;  and  upon  this 
the  Defendants  contend  that  they  are  only  bound  to 
make  the  specific  payments  mentioned  in  the  will,  and 
having  done  so,  are  entitled  to  apply  the  surplus  re- 
venue to  their  own  use. 

That  this  cannot  be  so,  as  to  the  whole  extent  of  the 
claim,  appears  to  be  clear,  for  by  the  will  itself,  no 
specific  payment  is  directed  to  be  made  for  the  repairs 
of  the  almshouses,  and  yet,  as  the  testator  intended  the 
almspeople  to  be  maintained  in  the  almshouses,  he  must 
have  meant  the  almshouses  to  be  kept  in  repair  out  of 
the  income  of  the  purchased  lands,  and  consequently, 
nnist  have  meant  to  charge  the  company  with  more 
than  the  specific  payments.  The  agreement  afterwards 
entered  into  by  the  company  with  the  parish  of  Si. 
Leonaid^s^  STioreditch^  by  which  the  latter  agreed  to 
keep  the  almshouses  in  repair,  could  not  have  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  testator,  and  the  will  must 
be  considered  as  if  the  burden  of  the  repairing  had 
remained  with  the  company.  But  besides  this,  it 
'  appears  to  me,  from  the  words  of  the  will,  that  as 
the   maintenance   and   support   of  the  almspeople   in 

the 

'    (a)   This   would    amount   to      present  income  of  the   charity 
43/.  At,  a  year  only,  while  the      property  was  145/. 
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the   almshouses  is  the   expressed   purpose  for   which        184*0. 
the   conveyance  is  directed  to  be  made  to  the  com-     ^-"^ 

Attorney* 
pany,  the  mere  circumstance   that   in   describing   the      General 

manner  of  maintenance  and  support,  he  has  not  (if  the  j,,  jJ^'  , 
fact  were  so)  exhausted  the  whole  income,  is  not  a  Conopany. 
sufficient  reason  for  considering  that  any  surplus  was 
meant  for  the  pecuniary  benefit  of  the  company.  In 
the  Case  of  the  Skinners^  Company  (a),  though  the  gift 
was  for  the  maintenance  and  continuance  of  the  school, 
after  appropriating  or  directing  the  payment  of  various 
fixed  sums  for  specific  purposes,  the  overplus  was  willed 
to  the  use  of  the  company.  In  Jordeytis  Charity  (i) 
whatever  was  left  unspent  was  given  for  repairs,  and  for 
*the  profitable  use  of  the  Fishmongers'  Company;  and, 
in  the  Ca^e  of  Brazenose  College  {c\  there  were  many  cir- 
cumstances from  which  the  intention  of  the  testator  to 
benefit  the  college  was  deduced ;  and  I  apprehend  that 
in  every  case  where  the  general  purpose  of  a  gift  or  con- 
veyance is  declared  to  be  a  charity,  and  the  particular 
payments  do  not  exhaust  the  whole  fund,  any  surplus 
will  belong  to  the  charity,  unless  there  are  other  circum- 
stances from  which  a  contrary  intention  of  the  testator 
can  be  collected. 

In  this  case  there  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any 
such  circumstances;  the  general  purpose  of  the  con- 
veyance to  the  company  is  charity.  It  does  not  appear, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  there  was  or 
could  be  an  income  which  would  have  left  any  surplus, 
but  whether  this  were  so  or  not,  I  think,  when  the 
general  purpose  is  thus  declared,  the  reference  to  the 
mode  of  eifecting  the  purpose,  which  does  not  exhaust 
the  whole  income,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  exonerate 
the  trustee  from  applying  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the 
general  purpose. 

(a)  2  Rutt.  407.  (c)  2  CI.  ^  Fin.  295. 

(b)  1  Mtfl.  4-  IC.  416. 

LI  4 
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June  8.  GOODENOUGH  v.  TREMAMONDO. 

A  testator  'Tj^REDERICK  ANDREE,  by  his  will  dated  the 

^d^^'^Thfs'  ^^^  ^^  January^  1822,  after  bequeathing  some 

estate  and        pecuniary  and  specific  legacies,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

t^^'to  per"*"  "  -^"^  ®^  ^^  ^'^  ^^^  ^^^  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 

mit  the  rents^  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  I  give, 

annual  pro-  devbe,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  Anthony  Angela  and 

ceeds  to  be  Charles  John  Lawson^  their  executors,   administrators, 

for  life,  and  and  assigns,  in  trust  to  permit  the  rentSy  issues,  profits, 

after  his  de-  interest,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  be  received  and 

and  D,  when  taken  by  my  said  son  Richard  Collier  Andree,  for  and 

twenS^-onc^  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  for  his  own  use  and 

with  power  benefit ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  upon  trust  for 

of  A.  to  apply  ^^^  ^^^  Sophia^  the  two  daughters  of  my  said  son  Richard 

the  renUykc.    Collier  Andree.  when  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
towards  the  i,     .     i        r   -  .    ,   i  i  . 

maintenance     one  years,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share 

^ntil  their  *"^  share  alike.     And  I  empower  my  said  trustees  and 

shares  should  executors,  after  the  death  of  my  said  son  Richard  Collier 

vested.    Part  ^^dree,  to  apply  the  rentSj  interest,  profits,  and  annual 

of  the  residue  proceeds  of  my  said  residuary  estate  and   effects,   for 

leaseholds:  and  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  said 

Held,  that  the  ^^^^  ^^^j  Sophia  Andree^  until  their  respective  shares 

was  entitled  shall    become   vested."      And    he   appointed   the   said 

in  specKj  an™  -^^Ihofiy  Afigelo  and  Charles  John  Lawson  executors  of 

that  they  were  his  will.     The  will  wr.3  not  executed  so  as  to  pass  real 
not  to  be  con- 
verted for  the    estate, 
benefit  of 
those  in 
remainder.  The  testator  died  shortly  afterwards.      Part   of  his 

property  consisted  of  a  leasehold  house  in  Oxford  Street. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  an  infant,  who  was  entitled  to 
the  share   of  his   mother   Sophia    Andreej    afterwards 

Sophia 
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Sophia  Goodenoughf  deceased ;  and  prayed  for  the  usual        1 840. 
accounts,  —  that  the  residue  mii?ht  be  ascertained, —   J*"^"^^^^"^^ 

^  CrOODENOUGH 

and  that  it  might  be  declared,  that  the  leasehold  pre-  v. 

mises  ought  to  have  been  sold  immediately  after  the  Tbemamondo. 
said  testator's  decease,  and  the  clear  produce  thereof 
invested  in  consols,  and  that  the  dividends  of  such 
bank  annuities  only,  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  for  consequential  relief  both  against 
the  trustees,  and  the  tenant  for  life. 

By  the  decree  made  in  this  cause  on  the  30th  of  Mai/j 
1837>  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  make  the  usual 
enquiries,  and  take  the  usual  accounts,  and  he  found  that 
part  of  the  residue  consisted  of  the  leasehold  house. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further  di- 
rections ;  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  lease- 
hold house,  the  term  in  which  had  now  only  a  few  years 
to  run,  ought  or  ought  not  to  have  been  s6ld  at  the  tes- 
tator's death. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Girdlestone^  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
contended  that  a  sale  ought  to  have  taken  place.  That 
the  general  rule  was  in  favour  of  conversion,  and  there 
were  no  special  circumstances  here  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  rule.  That  this  was  indeed  a  strong  instance  of  ' 
the  propriety  of  the  doctrine ;  for  if  no  conversion  took 
place,  there  would  be  but  little  chance  to  those  in  re- 
mainder of  receiving  any  benefit  from  the  leasehold  pro- 
perty. That  the  only  circumstance  apparently  in  favour 
of  the  Defendants  was  the  use  of  the  word  "rents,"  which 
seemed  to  indicate  an  intention  that  the  residue  should  be 
enjoyed  in  specie  ;  but  that  this  word,  coupled  as  it  was 
with  other  words  denoting  annual  income,  could  not  be 
much  relied  on ;  that  the  word  "  estate."  would  have 
comprised  freeholds,  if  the  will  had  been  executed  so  as 

to 
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goodenough 
Tremamondo. 


to  pass  real  estate,  and  the  word  "  rents  "  might  there- 
fore be  referred  to  the  testator's  idea  that  he  was  dis- 
posing of  real  as  well  as  personal  property.  They 
distinguished  this  case  from  that  of  Pickering  v.  Picker^ 
ing  [a)  in  this,  that  here  the  same  residue  was  given  to 
those  in  remainder  as  to  the  tenant  for  life,  whereas,  in 
Pickering  v.  Pickerings  the  Lord  Chancellor  mainly 
founded  his  decision  on  the  fact  of  a  different  residue 
being  given  to  the  widow  during  her  life  from  that 
which  was  afterwards  bequeathed  to  the  son. 


Mr.  Pemberfon  and  Mr.  Prescoti  White  appeared  for 
the  Defendants  Tremamondo  and  Castell  and  his  wife, 
and  Mr.  Loftus  Wigram  for  Thomas  William  Flavell;  but 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  without  calling  on  them, 
said,  that  he  could  not  declare  this  to  be  a  case  of 
conversion  without  striking  out  altogether,  the  word 
"  rents,"  which  was  twice  repeated  in  the  will,  and  it 
appeared  that  there  was  no  other  property  belonging  to 
the  testator,  except  the  leaseholds,  to  which  the  term 
rents  was  applicable. 


(a)  2  Beav,  51.,  and  4  J/y.  4* 
Cr,  289. ;  and  see  Howe  v.  Lord 
Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  137.  (1802); 
Feami  v.  Young,  9  Vet,  549. 
(1805);  Crawlet/  v.  Crawley^  7 
Sim.  427.  ( 1 835) ;  Mills  v.  Mills, 
7  iSiOT.  501.(1835);  Fryerv.BxU- 
tar,  S  Sim,  442.  (1837);  Benn  v. 
JDLron,V.C.,(Jfay  1. 1840);  and 
Lichfield  v.  Baker,  anfh,  p.  486. 
(1840);  all  which  are  in  favour  of 
conversion.  Holland  v.  Hughes, 
\C  Ves,  1 1 1.,  and  3  M^r,  685. 
(1809);    Vincent    v.    Netvcombc, 


1  Younge,  599.  (1832);  Collins  i. 
Collins,  2  MyL^r  -ff.  703.  (1853); 
Alcock  V.  Sloper,  2  Myl,  4*  K.  699. 
(1833);  Bethune  v.  Kennedy,  1 
Myl.  Sf  Cr.  114.  (1835);  PifAeT- 
ing  V.  Pickering,  ante,  p.  51. 
(1839);  affirmed,  4  MyL  ^Cr. 
289.;  D'Aglie  v.  Fryer,  V.C., 
Feb.  19.(1841);  in  all  which  the 
decision  was  against  conversion. 
In  Gibson  v.  Bott,  7  Ves,  Z9. 
(1802),  and  Dimes  v.  ScoU,  4 
Russ.  195.  (1828),  there  was  an 
express  direction  to  convert. 
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ROBINSON  V.  ADDISON.  -Wbj'  9- 

June  27. 

riiHE  only  question  in  this  cause  was,  whether  the  A  testator 

-*-    legacies  of  certain  shares  in  the  Leeds  and  Ltver-  and  a^half^" 

jpool  canal   bequeathed    by   the   will  of  John   Robin-  Leeds  and 

sony  were  to  be  considered  as  general  or  as  specific  canal  shares 

legacies.  which  by  act 

^  of  parhament 

were  to  be 

The  canal  was  made  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  ^l^x^F^J' 

parliament  passed  in  the  tenth  year  of  King  George  III.  bequeathed 

( 10  G.  3.  c.  1 14.).  (a)    The  expense  of  the  canal  was  de-  f  JcVcanL*^*^^ 

frayed  by  subscription;  and  by  the  twenty-seventh  section,  shares  to  A.^ 

,  .  ...  five  such 

the  sum  subscribed  was  divided  and  distinguished  into  shares  to  B. 

shares  which  were  vested  in  the  subscribers  and  their  ""^  ^^®  ^^^^ 

several  and  respective  executors,   administrators,  and  There  was  no 

assigns,  proportionately  to  the  sums  they  had  respec-  referen^^^ 

tively  subscribed ;  and  all  and  every  such  shares  were  to  the  will  to 

be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  personal  estate,  and  to  be  testatorln-  ^ 

transmissible  as  9uch.     The  form  of  conveyance  was  by  tended  to  give 
,  .  ,      ,  the  particular 

bargam  and  sale.  shares  which 

he  held  at  the 
date  of  his 
The  testator  at  the  date  of  his  will  (the  25th  of  Oc"  will.    At  his 

iober\S\9),  was  entitled  to  fifteen  and  a  half  of  those  ^eTsld  no''"*" 
shares,  and  by  his  will,  after  devising  his  estate  at  Al-  Leeds  and  Li- 
thome  to  Joshua  Robinson  and  James  Addison  in  fee,  in  glares  •  ^Ueld 

trust  for  th^  use  of  his  son  John  Robinson  for  life,  and  that  the  lega- 

^        cies  were 
after  general,  and 

(a)  Additional    powerS    were      c.  94.,  and  the  59  G,  3,  c.  105.       ^  canal  was 

given  by  the  23  G.  3.  c.  47.,  the      but  no  alteration  was  made  in   made  under 

38  G,  5.   c,  65,,   the  54  G.  3.      the  tenure  of  the  shares.  the  authority 

of  an  act  of 
parliament,  the  lands  for  that  purpose  were  purchased  and  vested  in  a  corporation, 
but  the  shares  therein  were  to  be  deemed  to  be  personal  estate,  and  transmissible  as 
such,  and  were  to  be  conveyed  by  bargain  and  sale :  Held,  that  the  shares  did  not 
bear  the  character  of  realty,  so  as  to  make  a  bequest  of  them  specific. 
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Robinson 

V. 

Addison. 


after  his  decease  in  trust  to  settle  upon  the  eldest  child 
of  bis  son,  and  to  divide  the  produce  with  various  re- 
mainders, he  expressed  himself  as  follows :  —  **  I  also 
give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  Joshua  Robinson   and 
James  Addison^  their  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs, ^t^  and  a  half  sJiares  in  the  Leeds  and  Liverpod 
canal,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  upon  trust;" 
and  he  then  declared  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  son, 
and  other  trusts  similar  to  those  on  which  he  had  given 
his  estate  at  AUhorne;  and  having  given  a  freehold 
house  in  Bond  Street  for  the  benefit  of  his  dauc^hter, 
Jane  Gibsofiy  and  her  children;  he  also  gave  and  be- 
queathed ^^Jive  shares  in  the  Ijeeds  and  Liverpool  canal, 
and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof  to  Joshua  Robinson 
and  James  Addison^  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  daughter 
Jane  Gibson^  and  her  children,"  in  the  same  manner  as 
before  expressed  respecting  the  freehold  house  in  Bond 
Street,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  estates  and  inte- 
rests therein   would  apply.     He  afterwards  gave  and 
bequeathed  "^ve  shares  in    the  Leeds  and  Liverpool 
canal,  and  all  benefit  and  benefits  thereof  unto  Joshua 
Robinson  and  James  Addison,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns,  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  bis 
daughter  Dorothy  Jemima  Robinson,  and  her  children," 
in  the  same  manner  as  before   expressed   concerning 
certain  freehold  houses  in  the  Strand,  and  Dean  Street, 
which  he  had  before  given  to  the  trustees  for  the  benefit 
of  his    daughter  Dorothy  Jemima   Robinson    and   her 
children;  and  he  gave  the  residue  in  trust  for  his  daugh- 
ter Dorothy  Jemima  Robinson  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  children. 


The  testator  died  in  October,  1824. 

At  different  times  between  the  date  of  his  will,  and 
the  beginning  of  the  month  oi  June,  1820>  the  testator 

sold 
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sold  all  the  fifleen  and  a  half  shares  which  he  possessed        1 84-0. 

at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  at  his  death  in  the  month  of     Z^*^^^^^ 

Robinson 

October  J  1824,  he  was  not  possessed  of  any  share  in  the  v. 

canal.  Addison. 


The  Plaintiffs  by  this  bill  insisted,  that  the  bequests  of 
the  canal  shares  were  general  and  not  specific  legacies ; 
the  bill  prayed  a  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  have  so  much  money  as  at  the  end  of 
one  year  from  the  testator's  decease  would  have  been 
sufficient  for  the  purchase  of  fifteen  and  a  half  shares, 
according  to  the  current  market  price,  with  interest 
thereon. 

The  Defendants  entered  into  evidence,  the  object  of 
which  was  to  shew  that  there  was  no  current  market 
price  of  these  shares;  that  they  were  usually  held  as 
permanent  investments,  and  that  the  sale  of  them  was 
rare.  That  they  were  not  commonly  brought  into  the 
market,  and  could  not  therefore  be  purchased  through 
brokers,  like  stock  and  other  shares  in  public  com- 
panies, but  were  generally  disposed  of  by  private  ar- 
rangement between  the  parties. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Younger  for  the  Plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  these  were  general  legacies,  and  that  their 
value  ought  to  be  raised  out  of  the  general  personal 
estate.  They  urged  that  the  Court  at  all  times  inclined 
towards  the  construction  that  legacies  were  general 
and  not  specific.  That  legacies  of  public  funds.  Bank  or 
South  Sea  stock,  or  South  Sea  annuities  were  never 
held  specific,  although  the  testator  happened  to  possess 
such  funds,  stock,  or  annuities  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will.  That  it  required  something  to  identify  the 
particular  stock  held  by  the  testator  at  the  time  to  make 
it  specific,  as  the  words,  ^^  my  stock,"  or  ^^  the  stock  I 

now 
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1840.        now  possess,"  and  this  was  wholly  wanting  in  the  pre- 

^"^^^^^^     sent  case;  they  cited  Simmons  v.  Vallance (a)y  Bronsdon 
Robinson  ,.^  \  -r  i  /  v  Tr- 

V.  V.  Winter  {b\  Innes  v.  Johnson  (c),  note   to  Htnton  v. 

Addison.      p,.„fe  {d),  and  BUgh  v.  Br^n/.  (^) 

Mr.  Pembertonj  Mr.  Sergeant  Talfourdj  and  Mr.  £aam 
for  the  principal  Defendants,  contended  that  the  legacies 
were  specific  and  had  been  adeemed  by  the  sale.  That 
there  was  no  general  rule  which  made  all  bequests  of 
stock  general  legacies,  but  that  all  such  cases  depended 
on  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  be  collected  from  the 
will.  Thai;  here  beyond  doubt  the  testator  contemplated 
leaving  the  particular  shares  he  possessed  at  the  time, 
or  why  dispose  of  fifteen  and  a  half,  the  exact  number 
which  he  was  then  entitled  to  ? 

Again,  the  shares  savoured  of  the  realty  and  were 
personal  Estate  no  farther  than  the  statute  made  them 
so ;  they  passed  by  bargain  and  sale,  and  differed 
from  the  public  stocks,  which  could  be  left  to  a  charily, 
while  these  shares  could  not;  that  they  were  in  the 
nature  of  chattels  real,  and  the  bequest  of  them  had  been 
adeemed  by  their  sale  by  the  testator  in  the  same  way  as 
a  bequest  of  a  leasehold  or  of  a  particular  mortgage  or 
of  turnpike  tolls  would  be  adeemed. 

They  cited  Avelyn  v.  IVard{g),  Parrott  v.  WorsfiM{h\ 
Ashton  V.  Ashton  (/),  Pattison  v.  Pattison  (Jc\  and  Hayes 
V.  Hayes.  (/) 

Mr. 

(fl)  4  B,  C.  a  345.  (A)  1  Jac.  4r  W.  594. 

{J})  1  Ambler^  57,  (ij  5  P.  Williams,   384.,  and 

(c)  4  Ves.  568.  Forrester,  152. 

(rf)  1  P.  Wms.  539.,  6th  ed.  [k)  1  Myl.  4-  A".  12. 

\c)  2  r.  4"  CW.  268.  (/)  1  Keen,  97. 

(g)  \  Ves,  sen.  420. 
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Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke  for  other 
Defendants. 

The  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that  these  are  general  lega- 
cies, and  that  neither  the  expressions  in  the  will  nor  the 
difficulty  in  purchasing  and  selling  the  shares  prevent 
that  construction. 
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Addison. 


The  principal  question,  however,  is  whether  the  con- 
nection of  the  subject  of  the  gift  with  real  estate  is  such 
as  to  make  the  legacies  specific.  I  will  examine  the 
act  of  Parliament,  and  consider  the  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  gift  the  testator  has  used  no  words  of  descrip- 
tion or  reference,  by  which  it  appears  that  he  meant 
to  give  the  specific  and  particular  shares  which  he  then 
had. 


June  27. 


Various  arguments  depending  on  the  general  scope 
and  efiect  of  the  will,  were  used  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  the  testator,  in  giving  the  precise  number 
of  shares  which  he  possessed,  must  have  had  those 
shares  in  his  contemplation  and  none  other,  and  conse- 
quently must  have  meant  specific  gifts  of  them;  and 
it  was  insisted  upon  that  these  shares  were  an  interest 
in  the  land,  and  that  although  the  act  declares  them 
to  be  personal  estate,  and  transmissible  as  such,  yet 
still  they  must  be  considered  as  chattels  real,  and  that 
a  legacy  of  an  interest  in  them  must  be  a  specific 
legacy. 

It 
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1840.  It  was  further  argued  that  the  shares  of  this  canal 

^^""^^^"^^     were  so  rarely  brought  to  market,  that  they  could  not 
Robinson  . 

V.  be  considered  as  transferable  or  purchasable  for  money, 

Addison.      j^^  j  could  not  be  considered  as  gifts  of  particular  things 
which  the  executors  could  purchase  out  of  the  assets. 

It  is,  however,  clear  that  the  testator,  if  he  had  meant 
to  give  only  the  shares  which  he  had,  might  have  de- 
signated them  as  **  A/s," — that  the  mere  circumstance  of 
the  testator  having,  at  the  date  of  his  Will,  a  particular 
property,  of  equal  amount  to  the  bequests  of  the  like 
property  which  he  has  given  without  designating  it  as 
the  same,  is  not  a  ground  upon  which  the  Court  can 
conclude  that  the  legacies  are  specific ;  and  upon  the 
whole  context  of  the  will,  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that 
the  trusts  on  which  the  legacies  are  given,  afford  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  the  testator  meant  those  legacies  to 
be  specific. 

There  is  no  description  or  reference  to  shew  that  he 
meant  to  give  the  particular  shares  which  he  had  at  the 
date  of  his  will,  nor  any  trust  fi*om  which  it  can,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  be  concluded,  that  he  must  have  meant 
only  such  shares  as  he  had  at  the  respective  times  of 
making  his  will  and  of  his  death. 

As  to  the  nature  of  the  property,  the  canal  and  lands 
are  vested  in  a  corporation.  The  lands  were  pur- 
chased, and  the  canal  constructed  by  means  of  money 
raised  by  subscriptions.  The  capital  so  raised  is  divided 
into  2600  shares,  which  are  to  be  deemed  personal 
estate,  and  to  be  transmissible  as  such ;  and  the  shares, 
though  not  frequently  sold,  are  nevertheless  occasionally 
bought  and  sold,  and  may  be  had  for  money,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  legacy,  if  it  be  not  otherwise 
specific,  is  made  so  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  this 

property. 
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property.  This,  however,  is  not  the  gift  of  freehold  or 
leasehold  estates,  or  of  a  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  lands,  or 
oat  of  the  produce  of  lands,  in  such  a  form  as  to  make 
it  specific  The  testator  had  no  share  in  the  canal  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  though  he  had  the  means  by  which 
the  shares  might  have  been  obtained;  and  conceiving 
that  the  words  of  his  will  are  not  such  as  to  indicate 
that  he  meant  to  give  the  particular  shares  at  the  date 
of  his  will,  it  b  to  be  considered  what  he  did  give.  He 
intended  his  legatees  to  have  so  many  canal  shares,  but 
not  giving  the  specific  shares  that  he  had,  he  gave 
nothing  which  was  distinguished  or  severed  from  the 
rest  of  the  testator's  estate,  but  in  effect  gave  such  an 
indefinite  sum  of  money  as  would  suffice  to  purchase  so 
many  shares  as  he  had  given,  those  shares  being  any 
such  shares  as  could  be  purchased,  and  not  certain  par- 
ticular and  defined  shares. 
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This  bequest  does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  any  of 
the  qualities  of  a  specific  legacy,  and  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion,  that  the  three  bequests  of  canal  shares  which 
are  given  by  this  will,  are  to  be  considered  as  general 
legacies. 


Vol.  IL 


Mm 
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Jme  4, 5.  8.  ENGLAND  ».  DOWNS. 


If  a  woman 
entitled  to 


nnHE  question  in  this  cause  was,  whether  a  settle- 
property^dur-  "™^"^  made  by  Mrs.  Joan  Masorij  since  deceased, 

ing  ^e  treaty    shortly  before  her  marriage  with  the  Defendant  Mr. 
for  marriage,      t^        ,      .  i  i  .  r       j 

represents  to     Broadj  without  his  concuiTence,  was  or  not  a  fraud  on 

SarSt    h'»  """-ital  rights, 
she  is  so  en- 
titled, that  William  Mason^  by  his  will,  gave  all  bis  real  and 
upon  the  mar-  .  i  .       . ,         -r       \w  rr«« 

riage  he  will  personal  estate  to  his  widow  Joan  Mason.    The  testator 
^tf^d?^"'  ^^^  ^°  1816,  leaving  his  widow  and  three  daughters, 
vutriti,  and  if  one  of  whom  was  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  surviving  him.  The 
same^reaty  widow  proved  the  will,  entered  into  possession,  and  con- 
she  clandes-  tinned  to  carry  on  the  testator's  business  of  victualler, 
tinely  conveys 
away  the  pro- 
perty in  such         By  indentures  of  the  5th  o(  Aidgusiy  1818,  in  con- 

ddleat  hi?nm-  sideratiou  of  natural   love   and  affection,    Mrs.  Joan 

rital  right.  Mason 

and  secure  to 

herself  the  separate  use  of  it,  and  the  concealment  continues  until  the  marriage^ 
a  fraud  is  thus  practised  on  the  hushand,  and  he  is  entitled  to  relief. 

Direct  misrepresentations,  or  wilful  concealment  with  intent  to  deceive  the  hus- 
band, would  entitle  him  to  such  relief;  and  if  both  the  property  and  the  mode 
of  its  conveyance  pending  the  marriage  treaty,  be  concealed  from  the  intended 
husband,  there  is  still  a  fraud  practised  on  him ;  cases  have  however  occurred  in 
which  concealment,  or  rather  the  non-existence  of  communication  to  the  husband, 
has  not  been  held  fraudulent ;  and  whether  fraud  is  made  out  must  depend  on  the 
circumstances  of  each  case. 

As  a  conveyance  made  immediately  before  her  marriage  is  primA/acie  good,  it  b 
to  be  impeached  only  by  the  proof  of  fraud. 

In  August  a  widow,  having  a  second  marriage  in  contemplation,  settled  her  pro- 
perty on  herself  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of 
tier  first  marriage,  and  in  October  following  she  married.  The  settlement  was  pre- 
pared by  her  direction,  without  the  privity  or  assent  "  of  her  then  intended  hus- 
band." In  a  suit  to  carry  the  settlement  into  execution,  the  second  husband  in- 
sisted on  the  settlement  being  a  fraud  on  his  marital  rights,  but  it  was  not  proved 
that  in  August  he  was  **  the  intended  husband : "  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  impeach  the  deed. 

Assignment  o(  all  and  every  the  household  goods,  &c.  the  particulars  whereof  were 
stated  to  be  more  fully  set  forth  in  an  inventory  signed  by  the  grantor,  and  annexed 
thereto.  There  was  no  such  inventory :  Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  assignment  wai 
efiectual,  it  appearing  from  the  answer  of  the  party  resisting  its  validity,  that  the 
particulars  could  be  ascertained. 
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Mason  conveyed  her  freehold  and  leasehold  property  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  as  to  part  near  the  Magdalen 
Chapel,  Bristol^  for  such  uses  as  she,  whether  covert  or 
sole  should  appoint;  and  in  default  for  her  separate  use 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  heirs;  and  as  to  the 
other  part  of  the  property  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  three  daughters  and  their  chil- 
dren. She  also  assigned  to  trustees,  '*  all  and  every 
the  household  goods,  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china, 
books,  stock  in  trade,  brewing  utensils,  and  all  other 
the  effects  of  her  Joan  Mason^^  the  particulars  whereof 
were  stated  ^*  to  be  more  fully  set  forth  and  expressed 
in  an  inventory  thereof  signed  by  the  said  Joan  Mason^ 
and  thereunto  annexed,"  upon  trust  for  herself  for  her 
separate  use  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  sell  the 
household  goods,  &c«,  and  thereout  to  pay  off  a  mort- 
gage on  part  of  the  freehold  property  situate  in  Bath 
Streety  and  to  divide  the  surplus  between  her  three 
daughters. 


There  was  in  fact  no  inventory  of  the  household 
goods,  &c.  signed  by  Mrs.  Joan  Mason^  or  annexed  to 
the  deed.  The  execution  of  the  deed  was  not  accom- 
panied or  followed  by  any  change  or  alteration  in  the 
^parent  ownership  or  possession  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  it ;  and  until  her  second  marriage,  which  after- 
wards took  place,  Mrs.  Mason  acted  as  owner  of  the 
property  in  the  same  manner  as  she  had  previously 
done. 


On  the  26th  of  October ^  1818,  Mrs.  Joan  Mason  mar- 
ried the  Defendant  Mr.  Broad^  who  entered  into  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  pro- 
perty comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  took  possession 
of,  and  apparently  dealt  with  the  personal  chattels  as 
his  own;  he  thenceforward  carried  on  the  business  in 

Mm  2  his 
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1840.  his  own  name  until  August^  18S2,  when  he  sold  the  busi- 
ness, stock,  and  eflTects  for  871/.,  and  applied  1501.  part 
thereof  in  satisfaction  of  trade  debts,  and  paid  SOOiL 
in  discharge  of  the  mortgage  of  the  BcUA  Street  pro- 
perty, upon  which  the  title  deeds  of  that  property  were 
delivered  over  to  Mr.  Broad. 

Mrs.  Joan  Broad  died  in  18SS,  and  this  bill  was  filed 
in  18S6,  by  one  of  the  three  daughters  by  her  former 
marriage,  against  Mr.  Broad  and  the  trustees,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  the  5th  of 
August  1818  carried  into  execution  for  their  benefit. 

It  appeared  from  the  statements  in  the  answer,  that 
m  1829,  Mrs.  Broad^  without  her  husband's  consent, 
mortgaged,  a  part  of  the  freehold  property,  over 
which  under  the  settlement  she  had  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment, for  160/.,  of  which  I  SOL  being  the  balance 
after  payment  of  costs,  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  by 
Mrs.  Broadj  her  mother ;  it  also  appeared  that  in  the 
year  1831  Mrs.  Broad  sold  the  same  piece  of  land  for 
S64/.,  or  thereabouts,  and  thereout  paid  the  mortgage 
for  160/.  and  interest,  and  applied  the  remainder  to  her 
own  private  purposes,  and  principally  in  making  presets 
to  the  Plaintiff  and  her  children.  The  Defendant  Mr. 
Broadj  however,  said  that  he  had  been  made  a  party  to 
the  conveyance,  but  that  he  had  never  executed  it,  and 
that  it  had  not  been  tendered  to  him. 

Mr.  Broadj  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the  settle- 
ment had  been  made  pending  the  time  he  was  paying 
his  addresses  to  Mrs.  Mason^  and  wholly  without  his 
concurrence  or  knowledge;  that  Mrs.  Mason  was  the 
ostensible  owner  of  the  property  on  her  marriage,  and 
that  the  settlement  was  a  fraud  on  his  marital  rights. 

The 
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The  execution  of  the  settlement  was  proved  by  Mr. 
Davies,  a  solicitor,  who,  in  cross-examination,  amongst 
other  things  stated,  that  Mrs.  Joan  Mason  having  about 
the  middle  of  1818  stated  that  she  was  about  to  be  mar- 
ried, he  had  advised  a  settlement  to  be  made,  and  that 
it  was  his  strong  belief  that  in  the  course  of  the  pre- 
paration of  the  settlement,  he  advised  the  joining  therein 
of  her  intended  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  barring 
him ;  that  **  he  did  not  think  the  settlement  had  been 
prepared  or  executed  with  the  privity  or  assent  of  her 
then  intended  husband^  and  that  its  existence  was  not,  to 
his  knowledge,  communicated  to  him  before  the  mar- 
riage. That  in  his  communications  with  Joan  Broadj 
she  desired  that  the  said  deed  should  be  prepared  and 
executed  without  the  privity  of  her  then  intended  hm^ 
hand.^ 


1840. 


No  evidence  was  read  by  the  Defendants  at  the  bear- 
ing, to  shew  who  was  the  person  described  by  this  wit- 
ness as  ^^  her  then  intended  husband." 


Mr.  C  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Dixon  (in  the  absence  of 
Mr.  Pemberton)  for  the  Plaintiff, 

Assumed  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  set- 
tlement, Mr.  Broad  was  paying  his  addresses  to  the 
settlor,  but  they  argued  that  there  was  no  proof  of  mis- 
representation or  concealment  up  to  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  and  that  concealment  alone  was  not  sufficient 
to  invalidate  the  deed.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
marriage  took  place  on  the  faith  of  Mrs.  Joan  Mason 
being  the  absolute  owner  of  this  propertjr ;  nor  did  it  ap- 
pear that  the  husband  had  made  any  enquiries  respecting 
it,  and  that  therefore,  there  could  be  no  disappointment 
on  his  part.  That  the  husband  must  have  had  notice  of 
the  settlement  before  or  soon  after  the  marriage,  and  had 
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1840.  acquiesced  in  it  by  paying  o£P  the  mortgage,  and  per- 
mitting his  wife  to  sell  a  portion  of  the  property.  That 
the  onus  of  proof  lies  on  the  Defendant,  who  had  failed 
in  making  out  any  case,  and  had  himself  taken  ilo  pro- 
ceedings to  set  aside  the  settlement.  They  cited  Si. 
George  v.  Wake  (u),  and  the  cases  there  referred  to. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  James  Bmsell^  for  Mr.  Broaiy 
read  no  part  of  their  evidence  shewing  that  Mr. 
Broad  was  the  person  with  whom  Mxs.Joan  Mason 
contemplated  a  marriage  at  the  date  of  the  settlement ; 
but  they  argued,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
shewed  clearly  that  a  fraud  was  intended :  that  the  deed 
was  voluntary,  and,  by  her  express  desire,  had  been 
prepared  without  the  privity  of  her  intended  husband, 
while  she  remained  the  ostensible  owner  to  the  day  of 
her  marriage.  They  also  argued  that  Broadj  after  the 
marriage,  had  dealt  with  the  property  as  his  own ;  and 
that,  as  to  the  household  furniture,  &C.,  the  deed  was 
void  for  want  of  a  schedule  or  inventory  defining  what 
was  intended  to  pass ;  Weeks  v.  Maillardet.  {b) 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Simofis  for  trustees ;  Mr.  Spurrier 
and  Mr.  Elderton  for  the  other  claimants ;  and  Mr.  J. 
Taylor  for  the  Plaintiff's  husband. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply,  insisted  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  any  marriage  being  in  contemplation  be- 
tween Mrs.  Mason  and  Mr.  Broad  at  the  time  of  the 
settlement,  or  even  that  they  were  acquainted;  that 
it  must  be  assumed,  that  marriage  in  general,  was  in  her 
contemplation,  and  not  a  marriage  with  this  particular 
person ;  and  that  the  case  was  like  that  of  Lady  Strati^ 
more  v.  Bowes  {c\  where  a  settlement  was  made  by 

Lady 

(a)  1  Myl.  4-  K.  610.  (c)  1  Va.  jun.  SS.,  and  6  ^. 

if>)  14  EaU,  568.  .  P.  C.  427. 
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Lady  Strathmore  with  the  concurrence  of  Mr.  Grey^  the  1840. 
then  intended  husband,  and  a  few  days  after  the 
execution  she  determined  to  marry  Mr.  Bffwes;  the 
marriage  took  place  the  following  day,  and  the  settle- 
ment was  held  valid  against  Mr.  Bowesj  for  a  marriage 
with  him  was  not  then  in  contemplation.  That  the 
rule  could  not  apply  to  real  estate,  the  inheritance  of 
which  a  husband  would  not  take  by  marriage,  and  as  to 
which  he  would  only  become  tenant  by  the  curtesy ; 
he  drew  a  distinction  between  courtship  and  engage- 
ment in  cases  of  this  description,  contending  that 
though  a  concealed  settlement  might  be  invalid  pending 
an  engagement,  yet  the  same  result  did  not  follow  if 
made  pending  courtship. 


73k  Master  of  the  Rolls.  j^ne  s. 

The  bill  in  this  cause  prays  that  a  settlement,  which 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  and  her  two 
sisters,  the  Defendants  Jane  Barton  and  Eliza  Davisj 
by  their  late  mother,  Joan  Mason^  who  became  the  wife 
otjokn  Thiery  Broad^  may  be  carried  into  execution. 

Joan  Mason  was  a  widow  with  three  children,  and, 
under  the  will  of  her  first  husband,  she  was  entitled  to 
some  fireehold  and  leasehold  property,  to  some  furniture, 
and  to  the  stock  in  trade,  with  which  she  carried  on 
business  as  a  victualler. 

Contemplating  a  second  marriage,  she  considered 
that  she  ought  to  make  a  provision  for  her  children  by 
the  first,  and  being  informed  that  a  will  which  she  had 
made,  would  upon  her  marriage  become  ineffectual, 
she  made  a  settlement,  and  thereby  provided  that  a 
portion  of  her  freehold  property  should  be  subjected  to 
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her  own  power  of  appointment,  but  that  subject  to  such 
power  of  appointment,  that  part  of  her  estate  over 
which  the  power  extended,  together  with  all  the  rest  of 
her  property,  should  be  limited  to  her  own  separate  use 
for  her  life,  with  remainder  for  her  three  daughters  in 
the  manner  therein  mentioned. 


In  the  execution  of  this  settlement,  so  far  as  it  made 
provision  for  her  children,  she  was  performuig  a  moral 
duty :  in  the  circumstances  in  which  she  was  placed  it 
was  clearly  her  duty,  before  she  placed  herself  and  her 
property  in  the  power  of  her  second  husband,  to  secure 
a  provision  for  her  children  by  her  first  husband,  from 
whom  her  property  was  derived ;  but  in  performing  a 
duty  towards  her  children,  she  had  no  right  to  act 
fraudulently  towards  her  second  husband. 

If  a  woman,  entitled  to  property,  enters  into  a  treaty 
for  marriage,  and  during  the  treaty  represents  to  her 
intended  husband  that  she  is  so  entitled,  that  upon  the 
marriage,  he  will  become  entitled  Jtdre  mariti^  and  i^ 
during  the  same  treaty,  she  clandestinely  conveys  away 
the  property,  in  such  manner  as  to  defeat  his  marital 
right,  and  secure  to  herself  the  separate  use  of  it,  and 
the  concealment  continues  till  the  marriage  takes  place, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  a  fraud  is  thus  practised 
on  the  husband,  and  he  is  entitled  to  relief. 


The  equity  which  arises  in  cases  of  this  nature  de- 
pends upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  case,  as 
bearing  upon  the  question,  whether  the  facts  proved  do 
or  do  not  amount  to  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  prac- 
tised on  the  husband.  It  is  not  doubted  that  proof  of 
direct  misrepresentations,  or  of  wilful  concealment  with 
intent  to  deceive  the  husband,  would  entitle  him  to 
relief;  but  it  is  said  that  mere  concealment  is  not,  in 

such 
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such  a  case,  any  evidence  of  fraud,  and  that  if  a  man  IS^O. 
without  making  any  enquiry  as  to  a  woman's  affiiirs  and 
property,  thinks  fit  to  marry  her,  he  must  take  her  and 
her  property  as  he  finds  them,  and  has  no  right  to  com- 
plain, if,  in  the  absence  of  any  care  on  his  part,  she  has 
taken  care  of  herself  and  her  children  without  his  know- 
ledge. 

This  proposition,  however,  cannot  be  admitted  as 
stated;  and  clearly  a  woman,  in  such  circumstances, 
can  only  reconcile  all  her  moral  duties  by  making  a 
proper  settlement  on  herself  and  her  children,  with  the 
knowledge  of  her  intended  husband. 

If  both  the  property  and  the  mode  of  its  conveyance, 
pending  the  marriage  treaty,  were  concealed  from  the 
intended  husband,  as  was  the  case  in  Goddard  v.  Snawt 
there  is  still  a  fraud  practised  on  the  husband.  The 
non-acquisition  of  property,  of  which  he  had  no  notice, 
is  no  disappointment,  but  still  his  legal  right  to  property 
actually  existing  is  defeated,  and  the  vesting  and  con- 
tinuance of  a  separate  power  in  his  wife  over  property 
which  ought  to  have  been  his,  and  which  is,  without  his 
consent,  made  independent  of  his  control,  is  a  surprise 
upon  him,  and  might,  if  previously  known,  have  induced 
him  to  abstain  from  the  marriage. 

Nevertheless,  cases  have  occurred  in  which  conceal- 
ment, or  rather  the  non-existence  of  communication  to 
the  husband,  has  not  been  held  fraudulent,  and  whether 
fraud  is  made  out  must  depend  on  the  circumstances  of 
each  case,  —  as  an  unmarried  woman  has  a  right  to 
dispose  of  her  property  as  she  pleases,  and  as  a  convey- 
ance made  immediately  before  her  marriage  is  primA 
facie  good,  it  is  to  be  impeached  only  by  the  proof  of 
fraud. 

In 
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In  the  present  case  the  Plaintiff  alleges  that  no  fraud 
is  proved,  and  that  any  circumstances  which  tend  to 
create  doubt,  ought  to  have  no  weight,  in  a  case  where 
no  regular  proceeding  has  been  adopted  to  set  aside  the 
settlement. 


The  Defendant  Broad  insists  that  fraud  is  proved ; 
that  during  the  treaty,  and  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
Mrs.  Mason  was  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  free- 
hold and  leasehold  property,  and  in  the  possession  as 
apparent  owner  of  the  personal  chattels ;  that  the  set- 
tlement was  entirely  concealed  from  him  till  afler  the 
marriage,  and  that  he  never  acquiesced  in  it. 

The  settlement  was  executed  on  the  5th  of  August^ 
1818:  the  marriage  did  not  take  place  till  the  14th  of 
October  1818,  being  more  than  two  months  afterwards. 

The  settlement  being  proved  by  WiUiam  Daoies,  the 
Defendant  Broad  has  cross-examined  that  witness,  to 
prove  that  when  it  was  prepared,  a  fraud  upon  him  was 
intended;  and  Davies  says  that  Mrs. Mason  told  him 
she  was  about  to  be  married,  and  instructed  him  to  pre- 
pare the  settlement ;  he  does  not  think  it  was  prepared 
or  executed  with  the  privity  or  assent  of  her  then  in- 
tended  husband ;  its  existence  was  not,  to  the  witness's 
knowledge,  communicated  to  him  (the  then  intended 
husband)  before  the  marriage;  and  that  in  his  com- 
munications with  Mrs.  Broad^  she  desired  that  the  deed 
should  be  prepared  and  executed  without  the  privity  of 
her  then  intended  husband.  It  was  observed  upon 
this  evidence,  that  the  Defendant,  John  Thiery  Broody 
is  not  stated  by  the  witness  to  have  been  the  then  in- 
tended husband.  The  observation  is  true,  and  is  the 
more  remarkable,  upon  its  appearing  that  in  one  of  the 
interrogatories  upon  which  this  evidence  is  given,  tbe 
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witness  was  distinctly  asked,  **  Whether  the  settlement 
was  prepared  or  executed  with  the  knowledge,  privity, 
or  assent  of  the  Defendant  John  Thiery  Broad  i  was  its 
existence  communicated  to  him  before  the  marriage?** 
The  answer,  without  naming  Broody  or  speaking  of  the 
knowledge  which  the  intended  husband  might  have,  is, 
that  the  witness  **  did  not  think  the  deed  was  prepared 
with  the  privity  or  assent  of  her  then  intended  hus- 
band.'' 


However  probable  it  may  be  that  John  Thiery  Broad 
was  then  the  intended  husband  of  Mrs.  Mason  —  and  in 
the  opening  of  this  case  the  fact  was  assumed  to  be  so  -— 
the  observation  cannot  be  otherwise  than  material.  In 
LoAf  StrtUhmor^s  Case^  on  the  10th  of  January^  when 
the  settlement  was  made^  Mr.  Grey  was  her  intended 
husband,  and  the  settlement  was  made  in  contemplation 
of  a  marriage  with  him;  on  the  17th  of  the  same  month, 
and  only  a  week  after  the  execution  of  the  settlement^ 
she  married  Mr.  Bowes^  who  complained  of  the  settle- 
ment. In  that  case  Lord  Thurlow  t  bought,  that  mar- 
riage in  general  was  the  object  of  Lady  Strathmore ; 
and  for  any  thing  to  the  contrary  which  appears  in  the 
evidence  of  jDapi>5,  such  may  have  biien  the  object  of 
Mrs.  Mason  when  this  settlement  was  prepared  and  exe- 
cuted »-  the  treaty  with  Broad  may  bave  commenced 
subsequently. 


Even  if  Broad  was  the  then  intended  husband,  more 
than  two  months  elapsed  between  the  execution  of  the 
settlement  and  the  time  when  the  marriage  took  place, 
and  proof  of  a  desire  to  conceal  at  the  time  when  the 
settlement  was  executed,  is  not,  of  itself.,  proof  that  the 
same  desire  was  continued  and  acted  upon  up  to  the 
time  of  the  marriage.  The  desire  to  conceal  the  settle- 
ment, up  to  the  time  when  it  was  completed,  might 
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have  arisen  from  a  desire  to  have  the  business  completed 
before  the  communication  was  made,  from  a  wish  to 
protect  herself  from  importunity  and  against  any  yield- 
ing on  her  own  part.  Before  the  execution  of  the 
settlement,  she  might  fear  her  power  to  resist  per- 
suasion ;  afterwards  she  might  say  it  is  done,  and  if  at 
all,  you  must  take  me  with  the  settlement  This  is 
mere  hypothesis,  not  warranted  by  any  facts  proved  in 
this  case ;  but  the  probability  of  such  a  case  shews  that 
proof  of  concealment  till  the  settlement  was  executed  is 
not  necessarily  proof  of  concealment  up  to  the  time  of 
the  marriage ;  it  is  evident  that  there  might  have  been  a 
full  communication  without  the  knowledge  of  Davies. 


In  another  part  of  his  evidence,  Davies  proves  that 
upon  the  execution  of  the  settlement  there  was  no 
change  or  alteration  in  the  possession  of  the  property 
comprised  therein,  that  Joan  Mason  acted  as  the  owner 
up  to  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  that  upon  the  mar- 
riage Broad  took  possession,  and  appeared  to  deal  with 
the  personal  chattels  as  his  own,  and  he  carried  on  the 
business,  which  had  previously  been  conducted  by  his 
wife,  in  his  own  name,  and  was  from  the  time  of  the 
marriage  in  the  apparent  absolute  ownership  of  all  the 
goods  and  effects  of  the  premises. 


This  is  all  the  evidence  adduced  as  to  any  thing  which 
took  place  before  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  marriage; 
and  I  do  not  think  that  it  amounts  to  distinct  proof,  that 
the  settlement  was  executed  during  a  treaty  for  mar- 
riage between  the  Defendant  Broad  and  Joan  Mason, 
the  mother  of  the  Plaintiff:  or  UtivX  Joan  Mason  desired 
the  preparation  and  execution  of  the  settlement  to  be 
concealed  from  the  Defendant  Broad:  or  that  Broad  was 
ignorant  of  the  settlement  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ; 
all  these  allegations  are,  I  think,  consistent  with  the 
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evidence  of  Davies,  but  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
proved  by  it. 

The  only  other  evidence  is  that  which  is  read  by  the 
Plaintiff  from  the  answer  of  Broadj  and  thereby  it  ap- 
pears that  from  the  time  of  the  marriage  up  to  August 
1832,  Broad  carried  on  the  business  of  a  victualler; 
that  he  then  sold  the  business,  together  with  the  stock 
in  trade  and  effects,  to  a  Mr.  Davies  at  a  valuation,  and 
the  amount  of  the  valuation,  after  deducting  excise  duty, 
was  8712.  IBs.  lid. :  that  the  sum  of  lOlL  7s.  Sd.  was 
the  value  of  household  goods  and  utensils  purchased  by 
himself  with  his  own  money  after  his  marriage:  that 
152/.  11 5.  Id.  was  applied  in  satisfaction  of  trade  debts 
due  when  the  business  was  disposed  of:  that  20021  was 
paid  for  principal  money,  and  2L  5s.  5d.  for  interest 
due  on  a  mortgage  charged  on  a  part  of  the  freehold 
estate  comprised  in  the  settlement.  He  further  says, 
that  the  valuation  comprised  the  good-will  of  the  busi- 
ness, the  stock  of  spirits,  and  some  other  things  not 
comprised  in  the  settlement :  and  that  he  always  treated 
the  effects  as  his  own  absolute  property,  and  disposed  of 
them  accordingly. 

Upon  this  part  of  the  evidence,  it  b  proper  to 
observe,  that  at  the  date  of  the  settlement  the  freehold 
estate  in  Bath  Street^  being  part  of  the  freeholds  com- 
prised in  the  settlement,  was  subject  to  a  mortgage  of 
260Lf  and  that  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  settlement 
was,  that  on  the  sale  of  the  household  goods,  stock  in 
trade,  and  effects,  which  was  intended  to  be  made  on 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Broad^  the  mortgage  on  the  Bath 
Street  estate  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  Mr.  Broad  says  that  50/.,  part  of  the  mortgage 
money,  was  paid  by  Mrs.  Mason  about  a  month  before 
her  marriage ;  20021  remained  due,  and  by  the  settlement 
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1840*       was  charged  90  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  honse- 

^t^'^^'^^^     hold  iroods  and  effects.     The  sale  was  made  in  the  life- 
Enoland  ° 

V.  time  of  Mrs.  Broad,  before  the  time  mentioned  in  the 

^^"^  deed ;  but  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds appears  to  me  to  shew,  that  Mr.  Broad  at  that 
time  knew  of  the  deed,  and  of  that  provision  contained 
in  it,  and  so  far  at  least  acquiesced  in  it.  If  there  had 
been  no  such  deeds,  he  would  have  been  seized  of  the 
freehold  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  goods  and  effects  would  have  been  absolutely 
his ;  and  if  he  had  thought  fit  to  pay  off  the  mortgage, 
he  might  have  continued  the  charge  on  the  land  for  his 
own  benefit.  All  that  he  says  is,  that  when  the  mort- 
gage was  paid  off,  the  title  deeds  of  the  estate  were  given 
up  to  him. 

He  further  says,  that  upon  his  marriage  he  entered 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  fireehold 
and  leasehold  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and 
that  he  paid  the  rents  reserved  on  the  leaseholds,  and 
also  paid  insurances. 

He  further  states  his  belief,  that  in  the  year  1829,  his 
wife,  Joan  Broad,  without  his  consent,  mortgaged  a  part 
of  the  freehold,  namely,  that  part  over  which  the  settle- 
ment gave  her  a  power  of  appointment,  to  Mr.  Strick' 
land  for  160/.,  of  which  ISOLj  being  the  balance  after 
payment  of  costs,  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  by  Mrs. 
Broad,  her  mother,  and  that  in  the  year  1831  Mrs. 
Broad  sold  the  same  piece  of  land  to  Mr.  Boley  for  364L 
or  thereabouts,  and  thereout  paid  Stricklandfs  mortgage 
and  the  interest  thereon,  and  applied  the  remainder, 
after  paying  costs,  to  her  own  private  purposes,  and 
principally  in  making  presents  to  the  Plaintiff  and  her 
other  children.     He  says  that  he  was  made  a  par^  to 

the 
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the  conveyance  to  B^deyj  but  that  he  never  executed  it| 
and  it  was  not  tendered  to  him. 

As  Mr.  Broad  was  in  possession  of  the  property,  it 
could  not  be  sold,  and  possession  be  delivered  to  a  pur- 
chaser without  his  knowledge.  If  there  had  been  no 
settlement,  or  if  the  settlement  had  been  fraudulent  and 
void,  Mr.  Broadj  in  right  of  his  wife,  would  have  been 
entitled  to  receive  the  rents,  and  the  estate  could  only 
be  sold  by  means  of  the  power  conferred  by  the  settle- 
ment. He  now  says,  that  the  settlement  was  fraudulent 
and  void,  and  yet  in  1831  we  see  him  acquiescing  in 
this  sale. 
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Mrs.  Broad  died  on  the  1 4th  of  Marchj  1833,  and 
this  bill  was  filed  on  the  29th  of  January^  1836*  The 
Defendant,  Mr.  Broadj  notwithstanding  his  present 
allegation  of  fraud,  has  never  filed  any  bill  to  be  re- 
lieved from  the  settlement  as  fraudulent,  and  on  the 
whole  case,  considering  that  there  is  no  sufficient  proof 
that  a  treaty  of  marriage  was  subsisting  between  the 
Defendant  Mr.  Broad^  and  Mrs.  Mason  at  the  time  when 
the  settlement  was  executed : —  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient proof  of  concealment  up  to  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage : — that  if  Mr.  Broad  did  not  know  of  the  settlement 
before  or  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  he  certainly  did 
know  of  it  not  long  afterwards,  and  permitted  his  wife 
to  act  against  his  interest  in  execution  of  the  power 
given  to  her  by  the  settlement;  and  never  has  attempted, 
and  does  not  now  attempt,  to  set  it  aside.  I  think  that 
upon  this  bill,  and  upon  the  evidence  before  me,  I  am 
bound  to  give  the  Plaintiff  the  relief  which  she  seeks* 

I  have  understood,  from  the  statement  made  during 
the  hearing,  that  the  evidence  which  has  been  stated  to 
me  b  not  the  whole  evidence  which  has  been  taken  in 

the 
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1840.  the  case;  my  opinion  is  formed  only  on  the  evidence 

T^V^*^  which  has  been  produced* 
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purpose  of  shewing,  that  as  to  the  personal  chattels,  the 
deed  was  void  for  want  of  a  schedule ;  but  the  deed  in 
this  case  is  not  expressed  in  the  same  manner  as  was  the 
deed  in  the  case  cited,  and  from  the  parUcuIars  which 
are  stated  by  the  Defendant  Broody  in  his  answer,  I 
apprehend  that  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining 
what  were  the  personal  chattels,  comprised  in  the  deed, 
which  were  sold  by  the  Defendant  Broad  in  August, 
1822. 


Declare  that  the  trusts  of  the  setdement,  so  far  as  the 
same  remain  to  be  performed,  ought  to  be  carried  into 
execution. 

Let  an  account  be  taken  of  the  household  goods, 
stock  in  trade,  and  effects  comprised  in  the  settlement, 
which  were  sold  by  the  Defendant  Broad  in  the  month 
of  August y  1832,  and  of  the  value  thereof,  and  of  the 
application  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  thereof 

Let  the  Master  enquire,  who  have  or  has  been  in  pos- 
session or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  free- 
holds not  sold  and  of  the  leaseholds  comprised  in  the 
settlement,  since  the  death  of  Mrs.  Broad. 

And  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  Defendants,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  have  or  hath  been  in  such  possession,  let 
the  Master  take  an  account  of  such  rents  received  by 
such  Defendants  or  Defendant 

The 

(a)  14  East^  568. 
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The  Defendant  Broad  is  to  pay  to  the  PlaintiiF  her        1840. 
costs  of  this  suit  up  to  the  hearing,  deducting  from  the     ^^^^*;" 
amount  thereof  such  costs  as  have  been  occasioned  to  v. 

the  same  Defendant  by  the  misjoinder  of  the  PlaintiiTs 
husband  as  party  PlaintiiF,  and  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Plaintiff's  bill;  for  the  purpose  of  making  her  said  hus- 
band a  Defendant  (a) 

Reserve  all  other  costs  and  further  directions  till  after 
the  report. 

(a)  See  1  Beavan,  96. 


BUSK  V.  BEETHAM.  Feb.  s. 


^^N  the  9th  of  NovenAer  an  order  was  made  for  dis-  A  Plaintiff 

^"^  solving  an  injunction  in  this  cause  with  costs  to  be  ^  .^y  ^^^^^ 

paid  by  the  Plaintiff;  the  Plaintiff  was  present  when  the  ^«"'  abroad, 

(as  was  sworiiy 
order  was  made,  but  he  afterwards  left  England  for  upon  belief 

France.  «*?^  "<>'  ^^ 

nied)  per- 
manently and 

The  costs  being  taxed  at  87/.,  a  subpcma  for  payment  ^^^^^]  he^was 
issued,  but  the  attempts  to  serve  it  proved  ineffectual ;  a  ordered  to 
Jieri  facias  afterwards  issued,  under  which  the  sheriff  ^^^  ^.^^jg  ^^^ 
seized  the  iroods  in  the  Plaintiff's  house ;  but  the  execu-  ^^  proceed- 
tion  was  defeated  by  a  previous  assignment  which  had  suit  were  in 
been  made  by  the  Plaintiff.  ^I^^  f j^"  '*"« 

'f  stayed. 

Effect  of 

It  was  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  ^^^^^  ^^  ^*^ 

that  the  Plaintiff  should  give  security  for  costs,  and  only,  is  to  put 
1-1  .         11  r     1  1.  .  •     i_     ^^'^  opposite 

that  m  the  mean  time  all  further  proceedmgs  might  be  party  to  an- 

stayed.     The  application  was  supported  by  affidavits,  ^""^^  ^'^t\n, 

stating  the  above  circumstances  and  that  the  deponent 

Vol.  II.  N  n  believed 
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1 840.  believed  the  Plaintiff  had  left  this  country  and  gone  to 
reside  in  France  permanendy,  "  with  the  intention  of 
depriving  the  Defendant  of  his  legal  remedy,  and  of 
avoiding  the  service  of  the  subpoena  and  the  process  of 
this  Court" 

There  was  no  aflBdavit  filed  in  opposition* 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Keene^  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  AddiSf  contra.  The  witnesses  speak  only  as  to 
their  belief  of  matters  not  within  their  knowledge,  without 
stating  the  facts  on  what  their  belief  is  founded ;  this  is 
insufficient  evidence.  There  remains  the  simple  fact  of 
the  Plaintiff  having  gone  abroad,  which  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient ground  to  compel  him  to  give  security  for  costs; 
Hoby  V.  Hitchcock  (a).  White  v.  Greaihead.  (b) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

The  affidavits  are  certainly  on  the  belief  of  the  par- 
ties ;  but  this  is  quite  sufficient  to  call  upon  the  Plaintiff 
to  answer  them.  No  affidavits  have,  however,  been 
produced  on  his  behalf,  and  under  such  circumstances 
the  order  must  be  made. 

(a)  5  Vet.  698.  {b)  IS  Vet.  2. 
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BAINBRIDGE  and  Others  v.  BURTON.  Feb.  is. 

npmS  bill  was  filed  by  twelve  persons,  on  behalf  of  One  of 
-*-    themselves  and  all  other  the  proprietors  of  a  news-  proprietors  of 
paper  called  the  Kendal  Mercury^  except  the  sole  De-  a  newspaper 
fendant  Burton  ;  and  it  prayed  that  the  Defendant,  one  book-keeper, 

of  the  proprietors,  who  had  been  appointed  the  book-  and  received 
,  p  \  ,  .  the  monies  of 

keeper  of  the  concern  at  a  salary,  and  kept  the  accounts  the  concern ; 

and  received  the  monies  from  1834,  when  the  paper  2i  j      jj!? * 

was  established,  until    18S7>  when   he  was  displaced,  him  for  an 

might  account  for  his  receipts  and  payments,  and  might  [,„  i^^iie  of 

pay  over  the  balance  and  deliver  up  the  books  and  the  proprietors 

on  behalf,  &c.: 

papers.  Held,  that  the 

remaining 
twenty-five 
The  bill  alleged  "  that  the  proprietors  of  the  news-  were  necessary 

paper  were  so  numerous,  and  their  respective  shares  in  P**^®** 

the  said  newspaper  so  fluctuating,  and  liable  to  so  many 

trusts,  that  it  was  impossible  to  make  them  all  parties 

to  the  suit." 

The  answer  set  out  the  names  of  twenty-five  per- 
sons, proprietors  in  the  paper,  who  had  not  been  made 
parties,  and  it  denied  the  allegations  above  stated;  it 
also  alleged  that  the  suit  had  been  commenced  without 
the  sanction  of  all  the  proprietors,  and  contrary  to  the 
wishes  of  several  of  them,  and  submitted  "  that  the  said 
suit  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  go  on,  unless  all  the 
proprietors  in  the  said  newspaper  were  made  parties 
thereto." 

A  replication  had  been  filed,  but  no  evidence  had 
been  entered  into  by  either  party ;  the  cause  now  came 
on  for  hearing. 

Nn  2  Mr. 
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Bainbridqe 
and  Others 

V. 
BgBTON. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  De- 
fendant, objected,  that  the  suit  could  not  proceed  for 
want  of  proper  parties.  That  this  was  not  one  of  those 
cases  where  the  parties  were  so  numerous  that  they  could 
not  be  brought  before  the  Court  Here  there  were 
thirty-eight  partners,  of  whom  thirteen  were  already 
before  the  Court,  and  the  other  twenty-five  were  not 
parties.  That  the  Defendant,  being  himself  a  partner, 
there  were  equities  to  settle  between  him  and  his  co- 
partners, which  could  not  be  effected  in  their  absence : 
they  cited  Evans  v.  Stokes,  (a) 


Mr.  Kindersley^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  contra. 

Where  the  persons  interested  are  so  numerous  as  to 
render  it  impracticable  or  very  inconvenient  to  make 
them  all  parties,  the  Court  allows  some  few  to  sue  on 
behalf  of  the  rest ;  Cockbum  v.  Thompson  (6),  Graj^  t. 
Chaplin  (c),  Mitford^s  Tr.  170.  This  is  the  case  here, 
for  by  deaths  and  abatements  the  Plaintifis  may  for  ever 
be  prevented  bringing  their  cause  to  a  hearing.  The 
object  of  this  bill  is  to  make  a  party  account  for  his  re- 
ceipts, which  is  manifestly  beneficial  to  all  interested: 
Hichens  v.  Congreve  {d) ;  it  differs  from  Evans  v.  Stokes^ 
which  was  to  have  the  affairs  of  a  company  wound  up. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

'  There  are  cases,  where  it  clearly  appears  that  the  suit 
is  for  the  common  benefit  of  all  the  parties,  who  are  veiy 
numerous,  in  which  the  Court  permits  the  suit  to  be  pro- 
secuted by  some  for  the  benefit  of  all ;  but  looking  at 

the 


(a)  1  Keerif  ^4, 

(b)  16  Vet.  321. 


(c)  ^S.^  St.  267. 

(d)  4Rutt.S62. 
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the  nature  of  the  case  and  the  questions  between  the 
parties,  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  this  suit  is  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  parties  interested. 

The  cause  must  therefore  stand  over,  with  liberty  to 
amend  by  adding  parties,  and  the  Plaintiffs  must  pay 
the  costs  of  the  day. 


1840. 


Bainbridox 
and  Others 

V. 

Burton. 


Note.— In  Walworth  t.  HoU^  15th  January  1841,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor expressed  his  determination  to  relax  the  rule  in  cases  now  re- 
quiring all  the  shareholders  in  a  company  to  be  made  parties  to  a 
suit. 


GREGORY  V.  WEST. 


June  15. 


npmS  case  came  on  upon  the  report  of  the  Master, 
-'-  to  whom  it  had  been  referred,  to  take  the  accounts 
of  the  real  and*  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  to 
ascertain  the  charges  executed  by  James  Fletcher  West^ 
on  his  share,  and  to  state  their  priorities. 

James  Fletcher  West  was  entitled  to  a  reversionary 
interest,  in  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  vested  in  trustees  under  the  testator's  will.  It 
appeared  on  the  Master's  report  that,  in  1830,  J.  F. 
West  executed  a  mortgage  thereof  to  the  Plaintiff*,  who 
gave  notice  to  the  trustees  of  the  will.  By  his  mar. 
riage  settlement,  dated  in  183],  J.  F.  West  conveyed  his 
share  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon 
certain  trusts,  as  to  the  real,  and  a  sum  of  3000/.  part 
of  the  personal  estate ;  due  notice  was  given  of  this  deed, 
and  it  was  admitted  to  be  the  second  incumbrance. 


The  Master's 

report  had 
been  con- 
firmed, and 
neither  ob- 
jection nor 
exception  had 
been  taken 
thereto.    The 
cause  came  on 
for  further  di- 
rections, when 
the  Court, 
from  the  fiicts 
stated  in  the 
report,  enter-  . 
taming  great 
doubt  as  to 
the  correct- 
ness of  the 
Master's  find- 
ing, declined 
to  act  upon  it," 
though  It  re- 
fused then  to 
alter  it. 


Nn  S 


On 
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1846. 


Gregory 

V, 

West. 
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On  the  4th  o{  March  1832,  J.F.  West  mortgaged  his 
uiterests  under  the  will,  and  his  life  interest,  to  which  he 
was  entitled  under  the  settlement  of  18S1,  to  Mr.  Hooper. 
Notice  of  this  incumbrance  was  given  to  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  J  but  not  to  the  trustees  of  the  will. 


On  the  14th  of  July  1882,  J.  F.  West  mortgaged  his 
interest  under  the  will  to  Mr.  Lofig^  and  notice  of  this 
incumbrance  was  given  to  the  trustees  of  the  willf  on 
the  18th  of  March  1884.  The  Master  reported  that 
Long  was  the  third  incumbrancer,  and  that  Hooper  was 
the  fourth.  No  objection  was  carried  in,  and  no  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  to  the  report,  and  the  cause  now 
came  on  for  further  directions. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Parry  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Pqynter  for  Hooper^  argued 
that  from  the  facts  it  appeared,  that  Hooper  was  the  third 
and  not  the  fourth  incumbrancer,  and  they  contended 
that  he  ought  now  to  be  so  declared.  ^The  Master  of 
the  Rolls.  I  am  clear  that,  on  this  occasion,  I  can- 
not cliange  the  priorities  of  the  parties  as  found  by  the 
Master ;  Long,  finding  the  Master  in  his  favour,  and 
there  being  no  objection  raised,  might  have  thought  it 
unnecessary  to  bring  forward  other  evidence.  All  that 
can  be  done,  will  be  to  allow  you  to  shew,  from  the 
facts  in  the  report  itself,  that  the  Court  cannot  act  upon 
it,  in  consequence  of  the  finding  being  inconsistent  with 
the  facts.]  As  to  the  real  estate,  notice  does  not  afiect 
the  priorities,  Jones  v.  Jones  (a) ;  as  to  the  personalty, 
it  having  been  assigned  to  the  trustees  of  the  marriage 
settlement,  they  became  trustees  of  the  whole  fund,  and 
notice  to  them  was  sufficient,  at  all  events,  in  respect  of 

the 

(  )  8  Sim,  655,;  and  see  Peacock  v.  Bur/,  Coote  on  Mortgages,  69J. 
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the  interest  which  J.  -F.  West  took  under  that  settle- 
ment ;  the  report  of  the  Master  is  therefore  erroneous, 
and  cannot  be  acted  on. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Pitman^  contra^  for  Long^ 
contended  that  no  objections  having  been  carried  in, 
and  no  exception  taken  to  the  Master's  report,  it  could 
not  now  be  disturbed,  and  that  the  Court  must  adopt 
the  finding.  That  in  Foster  v.  Blackstone  (a),  the  sub- 
ject-matter was  real  esti^te,  yet  priority  was  held  to  be 
gained  by  notice.  They  argued  also  that  the  notice 
given  by  Hooper  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  was 
insufficient. 
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1840. 


Gbeqoby 

p. 

West. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  mortgage  to  Hooper  expressly  contains  an  as- 
signment of  the  mortgagor's  interest  under  the  marriage 
settlement,  and  notice  was.  given  by  Hooper  to  the  trus- 
tees of  that  settlement :  this  notice  would  be  valid  so 
far  as  these  trustees  were  capable  of  giving  effect  to  the 
mortgage;  though  in  respect  of  the  surplus  it  might 
have  no  validity  whatever.  Long  having  no  notice  of 
the  settlement,  gave  no  notice  to  the  trustees  of  it.  It 
does  not  appear  clear,  what  will  be  the  result  on  a  com- 
plete investigation  of  the  matter,  but  not  being  at  present 
clearly  satisfied  of  the  correctness  of  the  finding  of  the 
Master,  I  shall  abstain  from  making  any  declaration 
as  to  priorities,  further  than  as  regards  the  first  and 
second,  which  are  not  disputed.  The  other  parties 
must  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  the  Master's  finding  in  such 
way  as  they  may  be  advised. 

(a)  1  Afy/.  4-  K.  297.;  3  CI,  ^  Fin.  456. 


Note. —  See  Adams  v.  Claxton,  6  Vet,  235. ;  and  Brodie  v.  Bariy, 
\  J.SfW.  470. 


5*4  CASKS  IN  CHANCERY. 

I 

1840. 


JWflv  7.  GRENFELL  v.  The  DEAN  and  CANONS  of 

•'""'  "•  WINDSOR  and  Others. 


A  canon  of 
Windsor 


TN  April  1829,  the  Defendant,  the  Rev.  B.  A.  Mm- 

grantedTthe  grave^  was  appointed  by  letters  patent,  one  of  the 

canonry  and     prebends   or  canons  of  the   collegiate  church  or  free 
the  profits,  &c.     ,        ir«r».^  •i«t«««*        •  i 

to  the  Plain-     chapel   of  SL  George^   within    his    Majesty  s   castle  at 

tiffs,  to  securfe    Windsor^  an  appointment  which  produced  an   income 

a  sum  of  mo-  »  r  r  r 

ney.    So  far     of  about  1200/.  a  year, 
as  it  appeared 
on  an  inter- 
locutory op-  Being  in  want  of  money,  Mr.  Musgrave,  in  October 

Ltates.were      1838,  granted  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  said  prebend  or  ca- 

vested  in  the  nonry,  and  all  the  annual  income  arisinfi^  from  renewal 
corporation,  ,  ,  , 
and  the  canon  fines,  rents,  and  other  perquisites,  emoluments,  and  ad- 
was  entitled  vantages  to  which  he  was  entitled  as  one  of  such  pre- 
to  an  aliquot                °                                                                                          ^ 

share  of  the      bends  or  canons,  and  he  also  assigned  to  them  two 
was  no  cure'^  several  policies  of  insurance,  for  securing  to  the  Plaintiffs 

of  souls,  and     the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  12,000/. 
the  only  f  J 

duties  were 

residence  jt  appeared  from  the  answer  of  Mr.  Mussrave.  that  the 

withm  the  .  "  j  .       i  . 

castle,  and        income  arose  rrom  estates  possessed  by  the  corporation, 

attendance  in    ^j^g  rents  and  proceeds  of  which  were  usually  divided  half 
the  chapel  "  "^  , 

twenty-one       yearly  between  the  dean  and  twelve  canons ;  but  it  did 
Held.Vpon*      "^^  appear  that  there  was  any  property  vested  in  the 

this  state  of      dean  and  canons  independently  of  the  corporation. 

circumstances, 

that  the  se- 

cuntywas  There   did   not  appear   to   be   any   spiritual   duties 

valid,  and  a  ^^  ^      i 

receiver  of  the  attached  to  the  office,  nor  any  cure  of  souls,  but  the 
aoDointed^  answer  represented,  that  the  corporation  was  governed 
Principles  by  certain  statutes  and  ordinances,  whereby  certain 
licy  on  wliich  ^"^'^3  were  imposed  upon  the  members  of  the  said  cor- 
pay,  pensions,  poration  to  be  by  them  performed,  each  member  of  the 
unalienable.      said  corporation  having  the  privilege  of  residing  in  a 

house 
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house  within  the  walls  of  the  said  castle  of  Windsor ;  and        1840. 

that  if  any  member  of  the  corporation  failed  to  perform     ^^^^""^^^^"^ 
^ .  ,  Ghenfell 

his  appropriated  duties,  he,  by  virtue  of  the  said  statutes  «. 

and  ordinances,  forfeited  his  right  to  share  in  the  divi-        5  ^  ^" 

sion  of  the  surplus  income  of  the  said  corporation,  and    of  Windsor. 

in  lieu  thereof  was  entitled  to  receive  a  small  fixed 

stipend,  of  the  amount,  as  the  Defendant  believed,  of  25/. 

a  year  only ;  and  that  the  members  of  the  corporation 

were  in  such  cases  entitled  to  the  residue  of  his  share  of 

the  surplus  income  of  the  corporation.    That  one  of  the 

duties,  by  the  said  statutes  and  ordinances  imposed  upon 

each  of  the  said  canons,  was  to  reside  in  one  of  the  said 

houses  within  the  walls  of  the  said  castle  of  Windsor^ 

and  to  attend  divine  service  in  the  said  chapel  of  St. 

George^  at  Windsor^  twenty-one  days  in  each  year. 

The  Defendant,  Mr.  Musgrave,  having  made  default 
in  payment  of  the  interest  and  in  keeping  up  the  poli- 
cies, the  Plaintiffs  filed  this  bill  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining payment,  and  for  an  injunction  and  receiver;  on 
the  11th  of  January  1840,  an  order  was  made,  on  affi- 
davit, before  answer,  restraining  the  dean  and  canons 
from  paying,  and  the  Defendant  from  receiving,  the 
income  of  the  canonry  and  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver. 

The  Defendant,  Mr.  Musgrave^  having  put  in  his 
answer,  it  was  now  moved  on  his  behalf,  to  discharge 
the  order  for  an  injunction  and  receiver. 

Mr.  G.  BichardSi  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended, 
that  it  was  contrary  to  public  policy  to  permit  the  as- 
signment of  ecclesiastical  preferments  like  the  present. 

That  the  statutes  of  ]  S  Eliz.  c.  20.,  and  14  Eliz.  c.  1 1. 
5.  5.,  repealed  by  the  4S  G.  3.  c,  84.,  but  partly  revived 


L  — 
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1840»  by  the  57  G.  S.  c.  99^  though  not  strictly  applicable  to 

r^^^*"^  the  present  case  (there  being  here  no  cure  of  souls), 

V.  plainly  shewed  that  the.  policy  of  the  law  and  the  le- 

and^^anoDf  pslature  were  exposed  to  the  assignment  of  property 

of  WiNDBoa.  of  this  description. 

That  this  was  an  office  of  an  ecclesiastical  nature 
having  duties   attached  to   it,  namely,   residence  and 
attendance  in  St  Georges  Chapel,  and  on  the  nonper- 
formance of  which,  the  income  would   be  forfeited: 
and  as  the  receiver  could  not  perform  these  duties  his 
appointment  would  therefore  be  nugatory.      That  the 
object  of  the  appointment  was  to  add  dignity  to  the 
sovereign  by  the  attendance  of  the  canons  in  the  Royal 
Chapel,  and  that  on  the  same  grounds  of  public  policy 
which  existed  in  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  (a), 
such  an  office  was  not  assignable;  in  that  case  Lord 
Eldon  said,  that  "  a  pension  for  past  services  may  be 
alienated,  but  a  pension  for  the  supporting  the  grantee  in 
the  performance  of  future  duties  is  not  assignable."    In 
the  same  way  half  pay  is  not  assignable,  future  services 
being  contemplated.    In  Cooper  v.  Reilly  {b)  it  was  beU 
that  the  salary  of  assistant  parliamentary  counsel  to  the 
treasury  was  not,  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  assign- 
able, and  that  the  Court  would  not  appoint  a  receiver 
of  it     Alexander  v.  The  Duke  of  Wellington  (r),  was  also 
cited. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  W.  T.  S.  Daniel^  contra^  con- 
tended, that  it  did  not  appear  whether  this  was  an  eccle- 
siastical appointment  or  not,  but  it  was  confessedly  ooe 
without  cure  of  souls,  and  considering  the  alleged  duties, 

was 

(a)  ]  Swan.  79.  (c)  2  Rws.  4r  My.  5S. 

{6)  2  Simons,  560. ;  and  1  Rust, 
Sf  MyL  560. 
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was  a  mere  sinecure  income^  assignable  like  other  pro- 
perty. That  there  existed  no  rule  of  public  policy,  in- 
dependent of  the  restraining  statutes,  which  prevented  v. 
an  ecclesiastic  from  dealing  with  his  temporalities.  Met*  unJ  cwwns 
calfe  .V.  The  Archbishop  of  Ymk.  {a)  That  the  case  of  of  Windior. 
Cooper  V.  Reilly  did  not  apply ;  in  that  case  there  was 
no  patent  place,  no  permanent  office,  but  a  right  to 
receive  an  annual  salary  for  certain  duties,  in  default  of 
the  performance  of  which,  no  salary  was  payable ;  that 
it  was  manifest  that  such  duties  could  not  be  performed 
by  a  receiver;  and  that  this  must  have  formed  the  ground 
of  the  decision  on  the  motion,  though  in  truth  that  case 
had  never  been  decided  on  the  merits. 

That  even  a  living  with  cure  of  souls  could  be 
sequestered,  and  the  profits  taken  by  a  creditor;  and 
it  would  be  strange  indeed,  if  an  office  like  this,  with- 
out any  further  duties  than  residence  and  attendance 
at  church,  should  be  exempted  from  the  usual  legal 
remedies. 

That  it  did  not  appear  that  any  forfeiture  would  be 
insisted  on  by  the  other  canons,  and  the  receiver  would 
at  least  be  able  to  receive  the  income  of  25/.  which  was 
payable  on  all  events. 

Mr.  Richards^  in  reply.  A  living  may  be  sequestered ; 
the  profits  are  then  taken  by  operation  of  law  under 
the  superintendence  of  the  bishop,  but  an  assignment  of 
it  is  wholly  void.  The  point  in  this  case  is  not  whether 
the  canonry  can  be  taken  under  a  judgment,  but  whether 
it  is  assignable. 

The 

{a)  6Sim.22A.;  and  1  Myl,^Cr,Si7, 
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o. 

The  Dean 

and  Canons 

of  WiNDSOB. 


The  Mastek  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintifis,  being  under  the  necessity  of  filing  this 
bill)  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  Defendant  to 
pay  either  principal  or  interest  on  the  money  advanced, 
have  obtained  an  order  for  a  receiver.  I  do  not  enter 
into  the  question  whether  the  order  was  opposed  at 
the  time,  for  the  Defendant  had  clearly  a  right  to  pur- 
sue any  course  he  pleased  upon  that  occasion,  and 
supposing  him  to  have  then  thought,  or  to  have  been 
then  advised,  that  this  order  was  proper,  still  it  was 
perfectly  competent  for  him  afterwards,  upon  a  more 
careful  enquiry,  to  bring  under  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  the  question,  whether  the  order  ought  to 
be  sustained.  It  is  now  contended  that  the  order 
should  be  discharged  on  two  grounds;  the  first  is, 
that  it  is  an  order  which  cannot  be  enforced  for  any 
useful  or  profitable  purpose  to  the  Plaintiffs  without  the 
assent  and  concurrence  of  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Mtugrave. 
Mr.  Musgrave^  being  a  canon  of  Windsor^  has,  it  is  said, 
a  duty  to  perform,  that  is,  he  is  to  reside  twenty-one  days 
within  the  precincts  of  the  castle  of  Windsor y  and  during 
that  time  he  is  to  attend  divine  service,  and  if  he  does  not, 
the  aliquot  share  or  part  of  the  general  revenues  of  the 
coiporation  which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to,  is 
to  be  reduced  to  a  certain  small  sum.  He  therefore 
says,  ^'  If  I  do  not  choose  to  attend  during  that  time,  the 
small  sum  only,  and  not  the  larger  sum,  will  have  to  be 
received,  and  therefore  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  receiver 
will  be  unable  to  receive  the  income  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  it  in  diminution  or  in  exoneration  of  my  debt" 
It  cannot  be  supposed  that  Mr.  Musgrave  will  be  so  un- 
wise, as,  rather  than  give  the  Plaintiffs  the  benefit  of 
that  which  they  are  clearly  entitled  to,  wholly  to  n^lect 
to  perform  the  duty  which  entitles  him  to  the  receipt  of 
this  income,  and  thus  leave  the  debt  standing,  and  the 

interest 
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interest  accumulating  upon  it.     I  cannot  presume  that        1840. 
any  such  degree  of  absurdity  will  mark  his  Future  con-     g^nfell 

duct.  V. 

Tbe  Dean 
and  Canoni 

In  the  next  place  it  is  said  that  he  has  no  right  to  of  Windbob. 
assign  this  canonry,  because  the  share  of  the  revenues 
was  given  to  him  in  consideration  of  certain  future  duties 
to  be  performed.  Now  if  it  had  been  made  out  that  the 
duty  to  be  performed  by  him  was  a  public  duty,  or  in 
any  way  connected  with  the  public  service,  I  should 

0 

have  thought  it  right  to  attend  very  seriously  to  that  ar- 
gument, because  there  are  various  cases  in  which  public 
duties  are  concerned,  in  which  it  may  be  against  public 
policy,  that  the  income  arising  for  the  performance  of 
those  duties  should  be  assigned;  and  for  this  simple 
reason,  because  the  public  is  interested,  not  only  in  the 
performance  from  time  to  time  of  the  duties,  but  also 
in  the  fit  state  of  preparation  of  the  party  having  to 
perform  them.  Such  is  the  reason  in  the  cases  of  half- 
pay  where  there  is  a  sort  of  retainer,  and  where  the 
payments  which  are  made  to  officers,  from  time  to 
time,  are  the  means  by  which  they,  being  liable  to  be 
called  into  public  service,  are  enabled  to  keep  them- 
selves in  a  state  of  preparation  for  performing  their 
duties.  If,  therefore,  they  were  permitted  to  deprive 
themselves  of  their  half-pay,  they  might  be  rendered 
unable  promptly  to  enter  upon  their  duties  when  called 
upon,  and  the  public  service  would  be  thereby  greatly 
injured.  So  also,  where  a  pension  or  remuneration  is 
given  for  a  purpose  which  tends  less  directly  to  the  public 
benefit,  i^  for  instance  was  the  case  in  Davis  v.  TTie  Duke 
^Marlborough;  there  the  pension  was  given  to  the  Duke 
of  Marlborough  as  a  memento  of  the  gratitude  of  the 
nation,  and  as  a  reward  for  his  distinguished  public 
services;  and  it  was  there  the  intention  of  the  legis^ 
lature  that  it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  it  was  for 

those 
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1840.        those  great  services  it  was  given.     In  that  case  the 
^^V^^     pension  was  held  inalienable,  because  it  was  considered 

GaENfELL         \  nil-  r       •    .  t 

o.  that  one  of  the  objects  of  giving  the  pension,  namely, 

'^d^C^**"      for  having  a  perpetual  memorial  of  national  gratitade 
of  Windsor,    for  public  services  would  be  entirely  lost;  and  so  in 
the  course  of  that  case  Lord  Eldon  said,  in  the  way 
of  illustration,  and  in  allusion  to  the  pension  of  a  great 
public  officer,  that  it  could  not  be  aliened,  because  that 
public  officer  must  not  be  allowed  to  fall  into  such  a 
situation  as  to  make  it  difficult  for  him,  in  consequence 
of  any  pecuniary  embarrassment,  to  maintain  the  dignity 
of  his  office.     With  respect  to  the  case  of  Cooper  and 
ReiUy^  some  doubts  have  been  expressed  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  the  decision  on  the  motion  for  a  receiver;  but 
the  question  was,  whether  the  salary  was  assignable  on 
grounds  of  public  policy,  and  that  depended  on  the  na- 
ture of  the  duty  and  the  interest  of  the  public  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  salary  to  the  person  by  whom  the 
duty  was  to  be  performed.     If  in  this  case  the  residence 
in  Windsor  Castle,  and  the  attendance  on  divine  service 
had  been  stated  in  the  answer,  or  in  any  way  shown  to 
be  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  or  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  dignity  of  the  Sovereign  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  I  should  have  thought  the  case  worthy  of  a  very 
different  consideration.    But  from  all  which  is  stated  in 
this  answer  that  is  not  the  case ;  it  is  a  service  to  be 
performed  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  himself;   and, 
therefore,  upon  the  case  as  it  now  stands  upon  this 
answer,  and  without  saying  there  may  not  be  other 
facts  which  may  be  material  to  be  ultimately  considered, 
ft  appears  to  me  that  the  security  of  the  Plaintiffs  is 
valid,   and   I  must  therefore   refuse  the  motion  with 
costs. 


Note.  —  In  Butcher  v.  Mtugrave,  being  an  action  by  another 
mortgagee,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on  the  23d  June  1S40, 

decided 
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decided  that  an  action  of  ejectment  would  not  lie  for  the  canonry  1840* 

in  question,  it  being  a  mere  office,  of  which  the  sheriff  could  not  \tt^s^^^^ 

give  possession ;  and  that  ejectment  did  not  lie  for  the  residentiary  Grenfeu. 

bouse  in  which  the  canon  resided,  as  it  appeared  vested  in  the  cor-  _.    ^' 

^«*;^«  ««^  ««» ;«  fKo  .on,.«  The  Dean 

poration,  and  not  in  the  canon.  ,  PiMion* 

of  Windsor* 


CARTER  V.  BENTALL.  May  4,  s. 

June  97. 

THIS  cause  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  A  testator 
1  #•    t         Ml       ^  rFT*  gave  the  in- 

into  execution  the  trusts  of  the  wills  of  Thomas  come  of  his 

Mendham  and  of  his  daus^hter  Sybilla  Carter ;  and  the  P^wonal, 

^  and  the  rents 

question  arising  upon  the  construction  of  the  will  of  of  his  real 

Thomas    Mendham^   was    whether    certain    limitations  d^^ui^t^for 

therein  contained  were  void  for  remoteness.  life,  for  her 

separate  use, 
and  after  her 
At  the  date  of  his  will  the  testator  had  a  wife,  Eliza"  decease  and 

beihf  and  a  daughter  Sybilla.  his  ^fe,  he 

gave  the  re- 
sidue of  his 
By  his  will,  dated  the  2Sd  of  March  1810,  the  tesitator  real  and  per- 

gave  the  dividends  of  his  long  annuities  to  his  wifij  for  Jpugjeef  *n^  ^ 

life,  and  an  annuity  to  his  godson  for  life;  and  he  '^gave  trust  to  sell 

and  bequeathed  to  his  daughter,  Sybilla  Mendham^  all  the  produce 

the  interest,  dividends,  income,  and  produce  of  his  whole  "i?.^?  iuue** 

,  .       .  of  his  daugh- 

personal  estate  undisposed  of  by  his  will,  and  the  rents,  ter, equally, 

issues,  to  be  paid  at 
^  twenty-one; 
and  if  only  one  ckiid,  then  to  such  one  child;  and  he  directed  tihe  trustees  to  apply 
the  interest  in  the  maintenance  and  education  of  such  issue;  "  and  in  default  of 
iuek  iuue**  he  gave  such  moiety  of  the  residue  between  his  niephews  and  nieces 
living  at  the  death  of  his  daughter.  And  he  gave  and  devised  the  other  moiety  of 
the  residue  of  his  estate  at  the  decease  of  his  wue  and  his  daughter  without  itiue^  to 
the  same  trustees,  to  permit  his  godson  to  receive  the  income  fo  r  life,  and  after  his 
decease  to  certain  charities :  Held,  that  '*  issue"  in  the  first  cla  use  was  to  be  con- 
strued '^children;"  but  in  the  second  clause  in  its  ordinary  unrestricted  sense; 
and  that  consequently  the  gift  over  of  the  first  moiety,  upon  the  death  of  the 
daughter  without  issue  was  good,  but  was  too  remote  as  to  the  sc  icond. 

Tne  word  *'  ittue**  in  a  will,  held  on  the  context  to  have  two  different  meanings 
as  to  two  moieties  of  a  devised  estate. 
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issues,  and  profits  of  his  real  and  leasehold  estates  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,"  and  after  direct- 
ing his  India  bonds  and  Exchequer  bills  to  be  sold  and 
invested,  and  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  his  daughter  for 
life,  and  after  her  decease  to  go  along  with  the  residue; 
the  testator,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife  and  daughter 
Sybiila^  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell 
and  invest  the  produce.   The  testator  then  proceeded  as 
follows :  —  *'  And  upon  this  further  trust,  to  transfer  and 
pay  one  moiety,  or  half  part  of  the  whole  clear  residue 
of  my  estate,  whether  in  the  public  funds  or  on  any 
other  security,  to  the  issue  of  my  said  daughter  S^billa^ 
if  she  shall  happen  to  marry  and  have  any  such,  equally 
between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  bs  paid 
and  transferred  to  him,  her,  or  them  at  their  respective 
age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  and  if  only  one  chiU^ 
then  to  such  one  child  to  and  for  his,  her,  or  their 
respective  advantage  and  benefit.     And   I  order  and 
direct  my  said  trustees,  &c.,  to  lay  out  the  dividends,  in- 
terest, and  profits  thereof  in  the  mean  time  in  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  such  issue,  and  the  overplus  (if 
any)  to  be  in  like  manner  laid  out  in  the  public  funds  for 
their  use  and  benefit  as  aforesaid.     And  I  do  further 
direct  my  said  trustees,  &c.  to  transfer  and  pay  the  same 
to  him,  her,  or  them  accordingly.  And  in  default  of  sach 
issue  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  said  moiety,  or 
half  part  of  the  residue  of  my  estate,  unto  and  amongst 
all  my  nephews  and  nieces  who  shall  be  living  at  the 
time  of  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter ^  in  the  shares 
following,"  which  he  thereupon  stated ;  *^  and  as  to  the 
ouher  moiety  or  half  part  of  the  said  residue  of  my 
e'itate  after  the  decease  of  my  wife  and  my  daughter 


Carter 

V. 
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S^billa  without  issue,"  the  testator  gave  the  same  to  his  IS^O. 
trustees  in  trust  to  permit  Thomas  Nemson  Mendham  to 
receive  the  interest  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  he 
gave  it  to  Bartholomew's  Hospital^  St.  Thomas's  Hospital,  Bentall. 
the  Society  of  the  Sons  of  the  Clergy  at  Ipswich^  and  the 
Haberdashers'  Company,  to  enable  them  to  relieve  and 
assist  their  patients,  aged  and  infirm  and  decayed  mem- 
bers, and  impotent  persons,  in  their  several  and  respec- 
tive departments. 

The  testator's  wife  died  in  her  husband's  lifetime, 
and  the  testator  died  in  1812:  his  daughter  Sybilla, 
who  was  his  heiress  at  law  and  sole  next  of  kin,  proved 
the  will,  and  in  1813  suffered  a  recovery  of  a  moiety 
of  the  hereditaments,  and  declared  the  uses  to  herself 
in  fee. 

She  married  Mr.  Carter  in  1815,  who  died  in  her 
lifetime,  and  she  died  in  1835  without  having  had  any 
child.  The  Plaintiffs  were  parties  claiming  under  her 
will. 

Thomas  Nemson  Mendham  died  in  1817. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Roupell  for  the  Plaintiffs,  as 
to  the  first  moiety,  contended  that  the  gift  over  in  de- 
fault of  issue  of  Sybilla  was  too  remote ;  that  it  was 
consequently  void  as  to  the  personal  estate,  and  as  to  > 
the  real  estate  the  effect  would  be  to  give  Sybilla  an 
estate  tail,  in  order  to  let  in  her  issue ;  otherwise,  though 
she  had  children,  the  property  would  go  over;  they 
argued  that  this  estate  tail  had  been  barred  by  the  re- 
covery, and  passed  under  the  will  of  Sybilla. 

That  as  to  the  other  moiety,  there  w^s  no  gift  to  her 

issue  at  all,  but  the  gift  over  was  upon  her  death  with- 

VoL.  II.  O  o  out 
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out  issue^  which  gift,  as  in  the  case  of  the  former 
moiety,  was  void  for  remoteness,  and  that  the  daughter 
took  an  estate  tail  therein  by  implication.  \_TAe  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls.  The  gift  over  of  the  first  moiety 
is  to  the  nephews  living  at  the  death  of  the  daughter.'] 
That  would  not  limit  the  failure  of  issue  to  the  issue 
born  in  the  daughter's  lifetime ;  Barlam  v.  Salter,  (a)  A 
gift  to  the  issue,  of  the  second  moiety,  as  children,  cannot 
be  implied ;  Greene  v.  Ward  {b) ;  they  also  cited  Jesson 
V.  Wright,  {c) 


Mr.  G.  Turner  and  Mr.  Hallett,  for  the  representa- 
tives  of  one  of  the  testator's  nephews,  limited  their 
argument  to  the  first  moiety,  and  contended  thatiS/- 
billa  took  an  estate  for  life  only  with  remainder  to  her 
children,  and  that  the  gift  over  to  the  nephews  and 
nieces,  in  default  of  such  issuer  must  be  interpreted  in 
default  of  such  children^  and  would  therefore  be  valid. 
That  the  strict  force  of  technical  words  might  be  modi- 
fied by  subsequent  expressions,  as  occurred  in  the  ex- 
pression "  heirs  male  of  the  body  "  in  Goodtitle  v.  Her^ 
rljig  (r/),  in  the  words  "  lawful  issue  '*  in  Cursham  v. 
Ncwland  (^),  in  the  words  "heirs  of  the  body"  in  North 
v.  Martin  (g),  and  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  and  "  heirs  law- 
fully to  be  begotten,"  in  Lcme  v.  Davies.  (h)  That  here 
the  testator  had  declared  his  meaning  of  the  word  issue 
to  be  children,  for  in  the  subsequent  sentence,  he  says, 
"  and  if  only  one  child,  then  to  such  one  child,**  That 
"  issue,"  therefore,  must  be  construed  **  children,"  and 
that  the  gift  over  in  default  of  children  would  con- 

sequendy 


(fl)  n  Fes.  479. 
(3)  1  Ruts.  262. 
(c)  2B/igh{0.S.),l. 
{d)  l£asfj264. 


{e)  2  mng.  y.  C.  58. ;  4  JIfe. 
4*  W.  101.,  aiid  arU>,  145. 
ig)  6  Sim.  266. 
(A)  2  Lord  Eaymond,  1561. 
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sequently  be  valid;    they  also  cited  LeaJce  y.Bobin^ 
son.  {a) 

Mr.  Hodgson  and  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  Bartholom^s 
Hospital,  contended,  that  on  the  whole  context  of  the 
will,  the  intention  of  the  testator  appeared  to  be  that 
both  moieties  should  go  to  the  children  of  SybiUa,  or, 
at  all  events,  that  they  should  go  over  at  the  same  time 
to  the  persons  to  take  under  the  ultimate  limitation. 
That  Sybilla  could  not  take  an  estate  tail,  because  her 
life  estate  was  a  legal  estate,  ^nd  the  gift  to  her  issue 
was  an  equitable  estate,  and  consequently  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  Case  would  not  apply,  as  no  union  could  take 
place  between  a  legal  estate  for  life  and  an  equitable  re- 
mainder. That  the  construction  would  be  diiferent  as 
to  the  real  and  personal  estate ;  and  even  if  SybiUa  took 
an  estate  tail  in  the  real,  she  would  only  be  entitled  to  an 
estate  for  life  in  the  personal  estate;  Forth  v.  Chap' 
man.  (b)  That,  as  to  the  first  moiety,  ^'  issue  "  meant 
children ;  and  the  gift  over  in  default  of  issue  (meaning 
children)  would  be  valid,  Ellis  v.  Selby  (c),  Gawler  v. 
Cadby  (d) ;  and  as  to  the  second  moiety,  that  a  gift  to 
the  children  of  the  daughter  must  be  implied,  and  it 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  testator 
that  it  should  go  over  at  the  same  time  as  the  first 
moiety;  they  argued  also  that  the  word  ^*  issue"  could 
not  have  two  different  senses  in  different  parts  of  the 
same  will;  Goodright  v.  Dunham  {e)\  they  also  cited 
Porter  v.  Bradley  (g),  G&wer  v.  Grqsvenor  (A),  Trickey 
V.    Trickey  (i),  EUicombe  v.   Gompertz  (i),  Kevem  v. 

WiUiamSf 
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(fl)  2  Mer.  365. 

(b)  I  P.  Wna.  663. 

(c)  T  Sim.  352. 

(d)  Jacob,  346. 

(0  iDovgloi, 251. 


(g)  3  2Vrm  22.143. 
(h)  S  Mad,  537. 
(i)  3  Myl.  4-  K.  560. 
ik)  3  Mifl.4rCr.  127. 
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mUiam{a),    Wilkinson  v.  SotUh{p)^  Pinbwry  v.   £/- 
kin{c\  Paine  v.  Stratton*  (d) 

Mr.  Bethell  and  Mr.  J.  EvanSy  for  St.  Thoma^s  Eos- 
pitaU 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  MaiiheaoSt  for  the  Sons  of  the 
Clergy,  cited  SibUy  v.  Perry,  {e) 

Mr.  Randall,  for  the  Haberdashers*  Companyi  cited 
Swift  V.  Swift,  {g) 

Mr.  Wray,   Mr.  Spence,   Mr.  6.  Eussellf  and   Mr. 
Sudallf  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberianj  in  reply. 


June  27.  The  Master  ^/A^  Rolls. 

This  cause  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
into  execution  the  trusts  of  the  wills  of  Thomas  Mend- 
ham  and  of  his  daughter  Sybilla  Carter,  and  the  question 
reserved,  arising  upon  the  construction  of  the  will  of 
Thomas  Mendham  is,  whether  certain  limitations  therein 
contained  are  void  for  remoteness. 

At  the  date  of  his  will  the  testator,  Thomas  Mend' 
ham,  had  a  wife  Elizabeth  and  a  daughter  Sybilla.  [His 
Lordship  stated  the  limitation  of  the  first  moiety.] 


{a)  SSim.n\. 

[b)  7  Term  R.  555. 

(c)  1  P.  iVm.  565. 


The 

(d)  Cited  in  Read  v.  SneU, 
3  Atkins,  647. 
(<?)  7  Ves.  522. 
(g)  8  Sim.  168. 
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The  clause  thus  stated  is  a  distinct  gift  to  the  issue 
of  his  daughter,  of  a  moiety  of  the  residuary  estate 
after  the  deaths  of  the  wife  and  daughter ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  use  which  the  testator  has  made  of  the 
words  "  only  one  child,"  and  "  such  one  child"  shews 
that  by  the  word  "  issue  "  in  this  clause  he  meant  "  chil- 
dren," and  that  the  gift  is  of  a  moiety  to  the  children  of 
SybiUa,  and  in  default  of  such  children  to  the  nephews 
and  nieces,  and  consequently  that  the  gift  over  is  good  ; 
and  this  construction  appears  to  me  to  be  strengthened 
by  other  expressions  which  are  used  in  the  same  clause. 


1840. 


The  testator  having  thus  disposed  of  one  moiety,  ex- 
presses himself  as  follows :  —  '^  And  as  to  the  other 
moiety  or  half-part  of  the  said  residue  of  my  estate 
(after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  my  daughter, 
SybiUa,  without  issue),  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to 
the  same  trustees,  to  permit  and  suffer  Thomas  Newsom 
MendJutm  to  take  and  receive  the  interest  and  dividends 
thereof  for  his  life,  in  lieu  of  the  dividends  before  given 
to  him;"  and  after  his  decease  to  certain  charities 
therein  named. 


This  last  moiety  being  given  after  the  decease  of 
Syhilla  without  issue,  the  gift  over,  prima  faciei  is  too 
remote ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  thing 
in  this  will  to  prevent  the  adoption  of  that  construction. 
The  testator  was  contemplating  the  time  of  his  daugh- 
ter's death :  upon  that  event,  he  directed  one  moiety  of 
his  residuary  estate  to  be  severed  from  the  other,  and 
he  disposed  of  the  two  moieties  by  distinct  clauses  in 
his  will ;  in  one  he  made  a  distinct  gift  to  the  issue  of  his 
daughter,  in  terms  from  which  it  is  to  be  collected,  that 
he  meant  a  gift  to  her  children,  and  in  effect,  makes  a 
gift  over  upon  her  death  without  children ;  in  the  other 
he  makes  no  distinct  gift  to  the  issue  or  the  children  of 

Oo  S  his 
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his  daughter,  but  makes  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  his 
daughter  without  issue ;  and  it  is  argued,  that  the  tes- 
tator must  have  intended  a  gift  of  the  second  moiety  to 
the  children  of  his  daughter,  and  if  that  construction 
cannot  be  maintained,  still  that  the  gift  over  of  both 
moieties  must  have  been  intended  to  take  effect  on  the 
same  event,  and  that  the  word  *^  issue ''  must  have 
the  same  meaning  in  both  clauses. 


It  is  certainly  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  testator 
can  have  really  meant  that,  which  appears  to  be  the 
legal  import  and  effect  of  the  words  of  his  will,  or  that 
he  can  have  intended  to  use  the  word  *'  issue,"  in  dif- 
ferent senses  in  the  two  clauses ;  but  as  he  has  in  one  case 
made  a  distinct  gift  to  the  issue,  and  in  the  other  he  has 
not,  — -  as  in  the  clause  containing  the  gift  to  issue,  he 
has  in  the  immediate  context,  used  words  which  explain 
the  word  to  mean  children,  in  the  other  he  has  not,  — 
as  in  the  last  clause  there  is  not,  between  the  death  of 
the  daughter,  and  the  limitation,  over,  any  prior  limit- 
ation, upon  the  failure  of  which  the  limitation  over  is  to 
take  effect,  it  appears  to  me,  that  I  cannot  upon  any 
safe  principles  imply  the  gift  to  issue  or  children  where 
it  is  omitted,  or  give  to  the  word  "  issue,"  without  an 
explanatory  context,  or  any  reference  to  a  prior  limit- 
ation, the  same  effect  as  is  or  might  be  given  to  it  when 
accompanied  by  an  explanatory  context,  or  preceded 
by  a  prior  limitation,  the  objects  of  which  might  qualify 
its  general  meaning. 


The  word  "  issue"  may,  and  does  often  mean 
children,  and  more  than  children.  The  testator  in  one 
place  accompanies  the  use  of  the  word  by  expressions, 
which  signify  that  oh  that  occasion  he  means  children 
only ;  but  it  does  not  follow,  that  in  another  place  where 
the  word  is  not  accompanied  by  such  expressions,  the 

same 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

same  limited  meaning  is  intended ;  and  in  this  ckusej 
and  with  reference  to  this  half  of  the  residue,  there  is 
no  prior  limitation  in  favour  of  particular  objects,  be- 
yond whom  the  meaning  of  the  word  might  be  held  not 
properly  to  extend. 


559 


1840. 


And  on  the  whole  I  think  that  the  gift  over  in  the 
second  clause  is  too  remote,  and  cannot  take  effect  as  to 
any  part ;  if  it  were  good  as  to  the  purely  personal 
property,  it  could  not  in  favour  of  the  charities  be  good 
as  to  the  real  estate  or  chattels  real. 


The  SOCIETY  for  the  ILLUSTRATION  of  PR  AC-      ^^^^  ^ 
TICAL  KNOWLEDGE  v.  ABBOTT  and  Others. 


^THHIS  suit  was  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  Society  Four  projec- 
-*•    for  the  Illustration  and  Encouragement  of  Prac-  f?"ofaP"b- 

^  lie  company 

tical  Science  (an  incorporated  company)  against  P.  H.  obtained  a 

Abbotty  J.  S.  Brichwodj  J.  Skaw^  and  Anne  C.  Watson  which  "they 
the  widow  and  personal  representative  of  Ralph  Watson.  ^"^  «1^  P®**. 

sons  who 
might  become 

The  bill   in   effect   stated,   that  previous   to  1832,  subscribers, 

*^  '   were  incor- 

Abbottj  Brickwoodf  Shaw,  and  Watson  (deceased)  pro-  porated.  The 

•  ^.^j   capital  was 

jected  jg^i^^gj  j^ 

be  20,000/.,  which  was  to  be  divided  into  400  shares.  Before  any  other  subscribers 
had  joined,  the  four  projectors,  of  common  assent,  divided  the  400  shares  amongst 
diemselvcs,  accounting  to  the  corporation  (as  was  alleged)  for  12,000/.  and  not 
20,000/.  They  afterwards  disposea  of  the  shares.  A  bill  being  subsequently  filed 
by  the  corporation  against  the  projectors,  impeaching  the  transaction,  and  to  compel 
them  to  pay  the  full  consideration :  —  Held,  that  though  at  the  time  they  were  the 
only  persons  interested  in  the  company,  yet  it  was  not  competent  for  them  to  take 
the  snares  without  paying  the  full  consideration. 

On  a  bill  by  an  incorporated  company  against  the  four  projectors  of  it,  to  compel 
them  to  account  to  the  company  for  the  value  of  shares  which  they  had  appropriated 
to  themselves,  without,  as  was  alleged,  having  paid  the  full  consideration :  Held, 
that  the  individual  shareholders  need  not  be  made  parties. 

Dbtinction  between  a  corporation  and  the  aggregate  of  the  members  forming 
such  corporatioD. 

Oo  4         . 
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1840.  jected  the  formation  of  a  company  for  the  public  ex- 

^^^!^^'y^^^  hibition  of  a  collection  of  scientific  works  and  specimens 

of  of  new  inventions  and  improvements,  and  they  agreed 

Know"^^^  to  enter  into  partnership  for  that  purpose,  and  to  invite 

t'.  other  persons  to  join  them. 

Abbott. 

•That,  in  1832,  they  contracted  for  the  lease  of  the 
Adelaide  Gallery^  purchased  models,  &c.,  and  shortly 
afterwards  opened  it  for  public  exhibition.    That  shortly 
afterwards,  but  previously  to  1834,  Telford  and  Giles 
agreed  to  become  partners  and   take  some  shares,  if 
they  could  be  secured  from  liability  beyond  the  amount 
of  their  several  interests  therein ;  and  for  limiting  the 
liability   of   subscribers    to    the  undertaking,    Abbott^ 
Brickwoody  Shaw,  Watson,  Telford,  and  Giles  obtained 
a  charter  of  incorporation,  dated  the  ISth  of  October 
1834,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  these  six  gentlemen 
had,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others,  humbly  re- 
presented to  his  Majesty  that  they,  together  with  several 
other  persons,  being  desirous  of  forming  a  society  to  be 
called  "  The  Society  for  the  Illustration  and  Encourage- 
ment  of  Practical  Science,"  had  subscribed  consider- 
able sums  of  money,  and  had  erected  a  gallery  for  the 
publication  of  discoveries  and  inventions  in  science  and 
arts,   these   six   gentlemen,  together  with   such   other 
persons  as  had  become,  or  should  at  any  time  thereafter 
become,  subscribers,  to  the  capital  or  stock  thereinafter 
mentioned,  were  incorporated  under  the  name  aforesaid, 
with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal;  and  it 
was   thereby  declared,  that  the   capital  of  the  society 
should  be  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  divided  into  400  shares 
of  50/.   each;    and   the    charter   provided  for  general 
meetings,  and  declared  that  the  majority  of  proprietors 
present  at  any  such  general  or  special  meeting,  should 
finally  determine  upon  all  resolutions  relating  to  the 
affairs  and  government  of  the  said  society ;  and  il  di- 
rected 
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reeled  that  Telford^  Abbott,  Brickwoodj  ShaWi  Watson,        18<^0. 
and  Giles  should  be  the  first  managers  of  the  society ; 
it  provided  for  the  election  of  future  and  additional  of 

managers;   and   the  councils,  of  not  less  than   three   kn^^le^g^ 
managers,  had  power  to  direct  and  manage  the  afiairs  v. 

of  the  society,  conformably  to  the  rules  and  bye-laws, 
and  to  enter  into  contracts,  and  execute  assignments,  &c* 
and  do  all  other  acts  to  which  the  corporate  seal  was 
required  to  be  affixed,  and  generally  to  act  in  the 
management  of  the  society  and  afiairs  thereof^  *^  which 
said  matters  and  things  should  be  as  binding  upon  the 
said  society  as  if  the  same  were  done  by  the  whole  cor- 
poration." 


At  the  time  of  granting  the  charter,  Abbott,  Brick^ 
woodj  Shaw,  and  Watson  were  the  only  persons  who 
then  held  any  shares  in  the  society;  but  Telford  and 
Giles  had  promised  to  take  five  shares  each  if  the 
charter  was  granted.  That  soon  after  the  granting  of 
the  charter,  Abbott,  Brickwood,  ISkaw,  and  Watson  caused 
to  be  prepared  400  shares  of  50L  each,  amountmg  to- 
gether to  20,000/. ;  and  they  agreed  to  appropriate  the 
whole  number  equally  among  themselves,  and  to  resell 
the  same  or  so  many  thereof  as  they  might  think  proper, 
for  their  own  private  benefit,  charging  themselves 
with  the  whole  capital  of  20,000/.  directed  by  the  said 
charter  to  be  subscribed  by  the  proprietors  of  the  said 
society ;  and  they  further  resolved,  as  four  of  the  ma- 
nagers of  the  said  society  appointed  by  the  charter,  to 
adopt,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  society,  the  purchases  by 
them  previously  made,  and  the  other  proceedings  taken 
in  the  establishment  of  the  gallery  and  exhibition  there- 
inbefore mentioned,  and  to  take  credit  in  account  with 
the  society,  for  the  capital  sum  by  them  alleged  to  have 
been  invested  in  making  such  purchases,  and  in  esta- 
blishing such  gallery  or  exhibition,  and  ih  procuring  the 

incorporation 
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1840*       incorporation  of  the  society;  and  they  resolved  to  re- 

^u^c^^^    present  the  capital  sum,  so  by  them  alleged  to  have  been 

of  invested,  as  aniounting  to  16,000/.;  and  they  paid  and 

Knowledge    ^^^^ited  the  sum  of  4000Z.,  and  no  more,  into  the  hands 

«•  of  the  bankers  of  the  society,  which  two  sums  of  16,0001. 

and  4000/.  made  together  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  the 

capital  or  joint  stock  of  the  society. 

That  from  the  incorporation  of  the  society  until 
February,  1835,  AbbotU  Brickwood^  and  Shcno^  tc^ther 
with  Watson,  down  to  his  death,  managed  all  the  afiairsof 
the  society  in  a  private  manner,  without  any  interference 
on  the  part  of  Telford  or  Giles,  or  any  other  perscm. 
That  Telford  died  soon  after  the  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion had  been  granted,  and  soon  after,  Abbott,  Bridwood, 
Shaw,  and  JVatson  transferred  to  Telford^s  executors  five 
shares  in  the  society  for  250/.,  and  also  transferred  other 
5  shares  to  Giles  for  a  like  sum,  which  two  sums  of 
250/.  they  appropriated  to  their  own  use,  and  they  also 
sold  other  shares  to  other  parties,  so  that  the  whole 
number  of  shares  which  were  sold  before  February, 
1835,  was  160,  and  they  appropriated  all  the  money 
received  for  these  shares  to  their  own  use.  That  pre- 
viously to  February,  1835,  Watson  died,  and  his  widow, 
the  Defendant,  Anne  C.  Watson,  was  the  executrix  of  his 
will,  and  that  Abbott,  Brickwood,  and  Shaw  appropriated 
to  themselves  all  Watson*s  shares,  on  account  of  a  debt 
which  they  alleged  to  be  due  to  them  from  him.  That 
in  February,  1835,  Abbott,  Brickwood,  and  Shaw  entered 
in  the  books  of  the  society  35  shares  in  Abbotfs  name, 
5  in  the  name  of  Abbotfs  wife,  35  in  Brickwood^s  name, 
and  5  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  and  20  in  Shaxx^s  name, 
and  160  in  the  names  of  different  purchasers,  and  the 
remaining  140  in  the  joint  names  o£  Abbott^  Brickwood, 
and  Shaw. 


That 
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That  the  first  council  of  the  managers  was  held  on 
the  23d  of  January  1835,  at  which  Abbott,  Brick^ 
woodj  ShaWj  and  Giles  were  present,  when  the  seal 
of  the  society  was  affixed  to  a  lease,  by  which  the 
Adelaide  Gallery  was  demised  to  the  society  for  ninety 
years  from  Christmas^  1833,  at  the  rent,  for  the  first 
year,  of  765/.,  and  for  the  subsequent  years  of  8982i 
That  the  first  general  meeting  of  the  society  was  held 
on  the  18th  oi  February^  1835,  when  Abbott ^  Brickwood^ 
SAaWf  and  eight  other  proprietors  of  shares  attended ; 
that  Brickwood  acted  as  chairman,  and  read  the  charter 
to  the  meeting,  and  then  entered  into  a  statement  of  the 
circumstances  and  prospects  of  the  society,  and  informed 
the  meeting  that  the  full  amount  of  the  capital  of  20,000/. 
directed  by  the  charter  had  been  raised  and  subscribed 
by  the  original  proprietors,  and  that  of  such  capital, 
part,  amounting  to  1 6,000/^,  had  been  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  the  fiirniture,  fixtures,  models,  philosophical 
apparatus,  and  other  effects,  whereof  an  inventory  was 
then  produced,  and  in  defraying  the  other  necessary  ex- 
penses incident  to  the  first  establishment  of  the  institu* 
tion,  and  in  procuring  the  incorporation  thereof,  and 
that  the  remainder  of  such  capital,  amounting  to  4000/., 
was  then  deposited  in  money  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers 
of  the  society.  That  the  meeting  placed  implicit  con- 
fidence upon  the  honour  and  integrity  of  Brickwood  and 
his  coadjutors,  and  did  in  fact  believe  that  the  bondjlde 
cost  of  establishing  the  society  and  furnishing  the 
gallery  was  16,000/. ;  and  that  upon  the  faith  of  such 
representations,  the  members  of  the  society,  at  the  first 
general  meeting,  passed  a  resolution,  declaring  their 
approbation  of  the  statement  made  to  them  by  Brick'* 
•wood.  That  at  this  first  meeting,  seven  additional 
managers  were  appointed,  who  occasionally  attended  the 
meetings  of  the  council,  but  the  three  first  named  De- 
fendants 
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fendants  took  the  chief  part  in  the  management  of  die 
concern. 

That  from  18S5  to  1838  the  afiairs  of  the  society 
appeared  to  be  in  a  flourishing  condition,   and  con- 
siderable dividends   were  declared,   but   that .  in   the 
latter  part  of  1838  it  was  discovered  that  the  whole 
profits  of  the  society  had  been  exhausted  in  making 
former  dividends,  without  providing  for   current  ex- 
penses, and  that  the  reserved  capital  of  40002i  deposited 
in   the  hands   of  the  bankers  had   been   improperly 
resorted  to,  and  was  much  reduced  in  amount;  and  that 
the  whole  sum  of  money  expended  by  AbboU,  Brick' 
woodj  ShaWf  and  Watson^  in  the  purchase  of  fixtnresi 
furniture,  instruments,  and  apparatus,  and  otherwise  in 
making    the    aforesaid   gallery,   and    establishing  the 
society,  including  all  allowances  proper  to  be  made  in 
calculating  the  same,  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  SOOOl; 
and  that  at  the  respective  times  of  granting  the  charter 
of  incorporation,  and  of  the  first  general  meeting  of  the 
society,  the  entire  value  of  the  furniture,  fixtures,  models, 
philosophical  apparatus,  and  other  effects,  whereof  an 
inventory  was  produced  at  the  first  general  meetings  did 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  3500/.,  and  that  Abbott^  Brick- 
woody  and  ShaWy  in  representing  the  furniture,  fixtures, 
models,  philosophical  apparatus  and  other  effects,  toge- 
ther with  the  leases  and  adaptation  of  the  premises  and 
establishment  of  the  institution,  as  having  cost  the  full 
amount  of  16,000/.,  were  guilty  of  a  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representation ;  and  that  under  cover  of  such  mis- 
representation, they  had  withheld  and  converted  to  their 
own  use  the  sum  of  8000/.  or  upwards,  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  society. 


The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  number  of  shares  in  the  capital  of  tlie  society,  which, 
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after  the  incorporation  of  the  society,  were  appropriated 
by  or  to  Abbott^  Brickuoood^  Shaw,  and  Ralph  Watson 
respectively:  and  of  the  amount  of  capital  which,  at  the 
time  of  the  appropriation  of  such  respective  shares  and 
in  consideration  thereof,  ought  to  have  been  paid  or 
subscribed  by  the  said  last-named  Defendants  and  Ralph 
Watson  respectively  to  the  funds  of  the  society :  and  of 
all  sums  of  money  paid,  subscribed,  or  otherwise  satis- 
fied to  the  society  by  the  said  last-named  Defend- 
ants and  Ralph  Watson  respectively,  in  respect  of  the 
capital  sum  due  from  them  or  any  of  them  upon  their 
respective  shares;  and  that  in  taking  such  accounts, 
credit  might  be  allowed  to  Abbott,  Brickwood,  and  Shaw 
respectively,  and  to  the  estate  of  Ralph  Watson,  for  all 
sums  of  money  by  them  respectively  properly  advanced 
or  expended  on  behalf  of  the  society  before  the  incor- 
poration thereof;  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 
society  was  not  bound  by  the  resolution  of  the  general 
meeting  in  February  1835  ;  and  that  Abbott,  Brickwood, 
and  Shaw  might  respectively  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  what,  upon  taking  such  accounts,  should  be 
found  due  to  the  Plaintifis  from  the  said  last-named 
Defendants  respectively,  and  that  Mrs.  Watson  might  be 
decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plainti£&,  out  of  the  personal 
estate  of  Watson,  what,  upon  taking  such  accounts, 
should  be  found  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  from  the 
estate  of  Watson. 
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To  this  bill  Abbott  and  Shaw  demurred  for  want  of 
equity,  and  also  for  want  of  parties,  on  the  ground  that 
the  wives  of  Abbott  and  Brickwood^  and  the  other  ori- 
ginal shareholders  in  the  bill  mentioned  were  necessary 
parties. 


Mr.  Tinney,  Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Walker,  and  Mr.  Hether- 
ington^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     By  the  arrange- 
ment 
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ment  complained  of,  no  injury  was  done  to  the  parties 
who  now  seek  redress;  the  act  now  questioned  was 
done  by  all  the  members  of  the  corporation,  who  had 
then  full  power  of  dealing  with  the  corporate  property 
as  they  pleased.  The  injury  done  by  themselves  as  in- 
dividuals was  sustained  by  themselves  as  forming  the 
corporation.  Telford  and  Giles  are  not  allied  to  make 
any  complaint  and  are  not  parties;  besides  this,  the 
act  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  council  of  managers 
and  by  the  general  meeting.  Hichens  v,  Congreoe  (a) 
differs  materially  from  the  present  case;  there  the 
directors  sold  land  to  the  company  at  a  higher  price 
than  they  had  given  for  it,  and  they  were  compelled 
to  account  for  the  difference  between  the  two  sums; 
there,  the  directors  were  trustees  for  their  co-proprie- 
tors :  but  in  this  case  tbey  were  responsible  only  to 
themselves,  and  they  exonerated  themselves  from  any 
liability  which  they  had  subjected  themselves  to;  the 
parties  interested  in  having  an  account  taken  are  the 
other  shareholders,  and  they  are  not  before  the  Coart 
If  the  four  originators  of  the  society  are  accountable^  it 
must  be  on  the  ground  of  mis-representation,  and  not 
on  account  of  the  division  of  the  shares  among  them- 
selves; the  individuals,  therefore,  who  were  deceived,  and 
not  the  coi*poratibn,  are  the  proper  parties  to  apply  to 
the  Court  for  relief;  at  all  events,  they  are  necessary 
parties  to  the  suit 


Mr.  Pembertotii  Mr.  G.  Richards^  and  Mr.  22.  Palmer ^ 
in  support  of  the  bilL 


The  division  of  the  shares  was  not  an  act  of  the  cor- 
poration, but  an  act  of  the  individual  shareholders.  The 
bill  does  not  impeach  that  division,  but  seeks  to  have 
the  arrangement  completed  by  paying  the  full  price. 

AU 
(a)  4  Rwi.  562.  and  4  ^ifli.  420. 
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All  the  shareholders  are  represented  by  the  corpora- 
tion, they  are  all  before  the  Court,  and  therefore  the 
objection  for  want  of  parties,  is  not  valid ;  they  cited 
The  Charitable  Corporation  v.  Sutton,  {a) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  alleges,  that  four  persons,  being  at  that  time 
the  managers  and  the  only  members  of  the  corporation, 
purchased  for  themselves  all  the  shares  into  which  the 
property  of  the  corporation  was  to  be  divided,  without 
paying  the  just  price  for  them ;  and  the  bill  which  has 
been  filed  by  the  corporation  prays,  in  substance,  that 
an  account  may  be  taken  of  what  they  ought  to  have 
paid,  and  for  payment  of  the  amount.  This  I  appre- 
hend to  be  the  substance  of  the  bill,  though  it  is  com- 
plicated in  its  frame.  Whether  fraud  has  or  has  not 
been  practised,  is  not  now  a  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court,  the  only  question  now  being,  whether  upon 
the  allegations  of  fraud  which  are  contained  in  this  bill, 
the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  an  answer  from  the 
Defen^^ts.  A  great  deal  of  confusion  has  almost  un- 
avoidably arisen  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  by  not 
distinguishing  the  corporation  or  corporate  body  from  the 
individual  persons,  who  at  one  time  seem  to  have  con- 
stituted not  the  corporation,  but  all  the  members  of  the 
corporation,  {b)  Unless  such  a  distinction  be  observed, 
it  would  be  impossible  to  come  to  any  thing  like  a 
satis&ctory  conclusion  upon  this  occasion.  The  four 
gentlemen  who  have  been  mentioned  seem  to  have 
been  engaged  in  the  meritorious  speculation  of  collect- 
ing together  objects  of  science  for  exhibition.  They 
commenced  it  as  a  private  speculation,  but  after  they 
had  proceeded  for  some  time,  they  were  desirous  of 

associating 


1840. 


The  Society 

of 

Practical 

Knowlso'gs 

tr. 

Abboth 


(a)  8  Aik.  400.       {h)  See  Bligk  v.  Brentp  2  Younge  ^  C.  295. 
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associating  with  them  two  other  persons.  Tbese^  how- 
ever, objected  to  come  into  the  concern,  unless  they 
were  exonerated  from  any  liability,  beyond  the  amount 
for  which  they  pledged  themselves,  by  any  subscription 
they  might  think  fit  to  make.  As  this  could  only  be 
done  by  a  charter  of  incorporation,  one  was  accordingly 
applied  for  and  obtained,  and  it  was  certainly  granted 
upon  the  supposition  that  a  capital  to  the  amount  of 
20,000Z.  was  to  be  raised,  and  that  the  undertaking  was 
to  be  carried  on  for  the  purposes  stated ;  it  was  upon 
this  understanding  that  the^  peculiar  privileges  which 
belong  to  chartered  corporations  were  granted.  Now 
it  is  distinctly  stated  in  this  bill,  that  the  only  persons 
who  were  at  that  time  interested,  were  the  four  persons 
named.  That  being  so,  it  is  alleged  in  argument,  that  they 
had  the  right  to  do  what  they  pleased  with  respect  to 
that  which  was  to  become  the  property  of  this  corporation, 
that  is,  in  respect  of  these  shares ;  and  that  if,  on  the  one 
hand,  they  had  the  power  of  incurring  responsibility,  they 
had,  on  the  other  hand,  the  power  in  that  way  of  discharg- 
ing themselves  from  it.  I  confess  I  cannot  concur  in 
that  argument.  They  were  then  the  only  members  of 
the  corporation,  and  taking  it  for  the  present,  that 
being  such  only  members,  they  had  a  right  to  do  what 
they  pleased  with  the  property  of  the  corporation,  without 
proceeding  to  the  extent  of  destroying  the  corporation; 
yet  had  they  a  right  to  act  in  a  manner  totally  incon- 
sistent with  this  charter  of  incorporation,  and  at  the 
same  time  continue  to  act  as  if  the  charter  of  incorpor- 
ation were  valid  —  to  hold  out  to  the  world  that  it  was 
valid,  and  to  sell  shares  upon  that  supposition?  I  appre- 
hend they  were  bound  to  look  to  the  continuance  of  the 
corporation,  and  to  the  conditions  and  terms  on  which  it 
was  originally  founded ;  and  that,  in  continuing  it,  they 
could  not  discharge  themselves  from  the  liability  of  the 
conditions  affecting  the  rights  of  all  who  might  after- 
wards 
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wards  become  members  of  the  corporation.  A  man  with       1 840. 

regard  to  his  own  estate  may  act  as  he  pleases;   he   rpj^^^*^ 

may,  as  it  has  been  said  in  argument,  take  from  one  of 

pocket  and  put  into  another:  but  that  is  not  the  case    J'^actical 
*^  ^  *^  Knowleogk 

with  these  persons.  They  were  the  only  managers  _  v. 
and  the  only  members  of  the  corporation,  and  what 
is  alleged  upon  this  bill  is,  that  they  determined  to 
become  the  owners  of  all  the  shares;  their  right  to 
do  so  is  not  disputed  by  the  Plaintifis,  but  what  they 
say  is  this,  "  You  might,  if  you  pleased,  have  become 
the  owners  of  all  the  400  shares,  but  if  the  corporation 
was  to  continue,  then  you  were  bound  to  give  to  the  cor- 
poration the  value  of  those  shares,  or  20,000/. ;  but  you 
have  not  done  so."  This  is  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  this  cause.  The  Defendants^  on  their  part,  say 
we  have  laid  out  money  in  the  purchase  of  models,  furni- 
ture, &c. :  in  the  alteration  of  the  premises :  and  in 
carrying  on  the  undertaking,  until  we  had  established 
and  made  it  very  valuable;  our  outlay  and  expenses 
amounted  to  16,000/.,  we  have  added  4000/.,  and  by 
delivering  the  models,  &c.  to  the  corporation,  and  by 
paying  the  4000/.,  we  have  become  the  purchasers  of 
400  shares.  If  the  facts  were  so,  it  is  not  disputed  by 
the  Plaintiffs  that  the  transaction  was  right,  but  the  truth 
of  that  allegation  cannot  be  brought  into  discussion  upon 
this  demurrer.  The  Plaintiffs  allege  by  the  bill  that  the 
expenditure  did  not  amount  to  the  16,000/.,  and  if  not, 
the  result  simply  is,  that  the  amount  of  the  expenditure, 
together  with  the  4000/.,  which  >vas  the  whole  con- 
sideration paid  for  the  400  shares,  was  much  less  than 
their  value.  It  is  distinctly  stated  by  the  bill  that  the 
four  persons  bought  the  whole  400  shares  from  the 
corporation :  —  that  they  as  individual  members  of  the 
corporation  acquired  them,  without,  according  to  the 
allegation  in  this  bill,  having  paid  into  the  corporation 
Jund  the  value  of  them. 

Vol.  11.  p  p  This 
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This  transaction  was  effected  amongst  themsekes 
very  soon  after  the  charter  of  incorporation  was  granted, 
and  I  do  not  find  any  body  else  acting  on  that  occasioiL 
There  appears  to  be  an  entry  of  the  agreement  in  the 
ledger,  in  which  they  expressly  charge  themselves  with 
the  sum  of  20,000Z.,  and  discharge  themselves  by  the 
16,000/.  already  expended  and  the  40002.  paid  by  them 
into  the  bankers  of  the  company.  At  the  first  conncil, 
held  on  the  23d  oi  January^  1835,  and  at  the  first  general 
meeting,  which  took  place  on  the  18th  of  Febntary^  1835, 
they  stated  that  they  had  paid  20,0002.  for  the  shares 
in  the  same  way,  viz.  40002.  in  money  and  16,0002.  in 
expenditure.  The  bill,  however,  allies  that  at  the  time 
that  meeting  took  place,  faith  was  given  to  these  rqpre- 
sentations ;  they  were  considered  to  be  entirely  true^ 
and  every  body,  therefore,  concurred  in  allowing  the 
transaction  to  stand:  that  is,  believing  that  the  fiill 
consideration  for  the  400  shares  had  been  paid,  they 
consented  to  the  matter  proceeding  upon  that  footing; 
but  upon  an  investigation  of  the  accounts  and  of  these 
different  matters,  it  afterwards  appeared  that  the  sum  of 
16,000/.  had  never  been  advanced  in  this  form  at  all; 
that  not  more  than  80002.  had  been  advanced,  and  the 
other  8"000/.  had  never  been  accounted  for  to  the  corpo- 
ration at  all.  The  question  therefore  is,  whether,  upon  a 
bill  containing  these  allegations,  the  Plaintiffs  have  nci 
a  right  to  an  answer?  Whether  there  was  such  a 
fraud  or  not,  I  have  not  at  present  the  means  of  know- 
ing. I  can  conceive  many  ways  in  which  the  sum  of 
16,000/.  might  have  been  honestly  and  properly  paid 
up,  and  for  any  thing  I  know  to  the  contrary,  that  may 
really  have  been  the  case;  but  it  does  appear  to  me  on 
the  facts  I  have  stated,. that  these  Defendants  ought  to 
answer  this  bill. 


It 
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It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  transaction  which  is  im- 
peached, is  a  transaction  between  these  parties  as  indi- 
vidual managers  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  corporation 
on  the  other ;  and  that  no  transaction  as  between  these 
parties  as  the  owners  of  shares,  and  the  persons  who 
purchased  from  them  is  in  any  way  in  dispute  in  the 
present  bill ;  the  latter  are  not  therefore  necessary  par- 
ties to  the  suit. 
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An  appeal  was  presented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  but  the  case 
was  afterwards  compromised. 


WHITING  V.  FORCE. 


Junes. 


THE  testator  in  this  cause,   by  his   will,   dated  in  A  testator 

March   1826,   gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  siduary  estate 

trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same,  and  pay  the  in-  J?  *"'  j' J^  ^^^ 

come  to  his  wife  for  her  life ;  and  he  declared  that  it  be  divided 

was  his  will  that  the  estate  should  only  be  divided  J^dThis""^ 

among  his  children  on  the  whole  of  them  attaining  the  children  on 

age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  not  before  that  period;  them  attain- 

and  should  the  whole  of  his  children  attain  the  aire  of  ^"8  twenty- 

one  and  not 
twenty  one  years  during  the  lifetime  of  their  mother,  before,  but  the 

then   the  payment  of  their  respective  shares  should  Eost^oned^ti^f 
stand  over  until  their  mother's  demise.     He  then  gave  the  death  of 
directions  for  the  maintenance  and  advancement  of  his  ^q^  ^g  jj.    ' 

children  rected  main- 
tenance to  be 
allowed  them  in  the  event  of  the  wife's  death  while  the  children  were  under  twenty- 
one  ;  there  was  a  gifl  over  to  the  children  of  any  child  who  should  die  before  receiving 
his  share,  and  the  testator  provided  that  in  case  an^  of  his  children  should  die  without 
leaving  issue,  his  share  should  go  over  to  the  survivors.  A  child  attained  twenty-one 
after  the  widow's  decease,  but  died  without  issue  before  receiving  her  share :  held, 
that  hat  representatives^  and  not  the  surviving  children,  were  entitled  to  her  share. 
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children  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  his  wife  before  his 
children  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  And  on 
the  death  of  his  wife,  and  on  the  whole  of  his  children 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  then  he  directed 
his  executors  to  divide,  pay,  transfer,  or  assign  the 
whole  of  his  estate  unto  and  among  his  children  in 
equal  shares.  And  in  case  any  one  of  his  children 
should  die  before  receiving  his  or  their  share^  then  he 
directed  the  same  to  be  paid  to  any  child  or  children 
which  he,  she  or  they  should  leave  behind  them,  so 
that  such  issue  should  receive  their  deceased  parents 
share ;  provided  always,  that  in  case  any  of  his  said 
children  should  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue^  then  he 
directed  that  such  parts  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them, 
should  go  and  accrue  to  the  survivors  or  the  issue  of 
those  surviving,  and  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  such 
surviving  children,  or  their  issue,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  share  or  shares  of  those  dying  were  in  his  will 
before  declared  to  be  payable. 


The  testator  died  in  April  1826,  leaving  his  wife 
and  three  children  surviving;  him :  the  widow  aderwards 
died,  and  Rosetta^  the  youngest  child,  attained  twenty- 
one  in  October  1839,  after  the  widow's  death;  in  De- 
cember 1839  Rosetta  intermarried  with  Mr.  Beecher^  and 
died  in  January  1840,  without  issue;  her  husband  took 
out  letters  of  administration  to  her  estate. 

Previously  to  her  death,  a  suit  had  been  instituted  by 
the  three  children  of  the  testator  against  the  surviving 
executor,  and  the  fund  had  been  paid  into  Court ;  but 
Rosetta  had  not,  at  her  death,  received  any  part  of  her 
share. 

A  supplemental  bill  having  been  filed  on  her  death, 
the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and  the  question  ««^ 

whether. 
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whether,  by  the  death  of  Eosella  without  issue^  before 
payment  of  her  share,  it  went  over  to  the  two  other 
children. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
two  other  children,  cited  Hutcheon  v.  Mannington  (a), 
Gaskell  v.  Harmon  (i),  1  Roper  on  Legacies,  SIT. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr. 
Spence  and  Mr.  Wright,  for  the  executor;  and  Mr. 
Craig,  for  a  purchaser,  were  not  called  on  by 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  gift  over  to  the  other  children  does  not  take 
effect  in  this  case. 


51$ 
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The  testator  intended,  and  has  distinctly  directed,  his 
estate  to  be  divided  amongst  all  his  children  on  the 
whole  of  them  attaining  twenty-one,  and  not  before  that 
period.  Under  that  direction  the  duty  of  the  trustees 
to  pay,  and  the  right  of  the  legatees  to  receive,  accrued 
at  the  moment  when  the  testator's  youngest  child  at- 
tained twenty-one.  He  then  goes  on  to  say,  that  **  in 
case  any  one  of  his  children  should  die  before  receiving 
his  or  her  share,"  then  it  was  to  go  to  the  children 
which  such  child  should  leave  behind,  and  if  there  should 
be  none,  it  was  to  go  over  to  the  surviving  children  of 
the  testator.  The  word  "receive"  must  be  construed 
with  its  co-relative  **pay;"  and  therefore  the  right  to 
receive  and  the  duty  to  pay  occurred  at  the  very  same 
time;  I  cannot  imagine,  then,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  if  one  of  his  children  having  become  entitled 
to  receive  a  share  of  this  property  asked  for  payment, 
but  happened  to  die  without  receiving  it,  that  this  acci- 
dent 


(a)  1  Ves.jun,  366, 


{b)  U  Vet.ABd. 
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dent  was  to  alter  the  destination  of  the  fund.    I  am  of 
bpinion,  therefore,  that  the  gift  over  did  not  take  effect. 


See  MocaUa  v.  Lindo,  9  Simons^  56. 


June  8« 


MOORE  V.  ELKINGTON. 


One  decree 
was  taken  in 
several  suits. 
An  abatement 
afterwards  oc- 
curred: held 
that  one  bill 
of  revivor  was 
sufficient. 


/^NE  decree  was  taken  in  three  suits,  of  Bond  v. 
^^  Frffoods  Moore  V.  Frowdj  and  Moor e  v.  Abbott  (a\ 
after  which  there  was  an  abatement  by  the  death  of 
Bondj  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first,  and  a  Defendant  in  the 
other  suits;  upon  this  one  bill  of  revivor  was  filed 
against  Elkinglon  his  personal  representative,  praying  a 
revivor  of  the  several  suits  ;  it  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

.  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Heathfield^  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  WiUcocky  contrdf  objected  that  there  ought  to  be 
separate  bills  of  revivor  in  the  several  suits,  but 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  that,  as  there 
was  but  one  decree  in  the  three  suits,  one  bill  of  revivor 
was  sufficient. 

(a)  5  Mtfl,  4*  Cr.  45.';  and  2  Keen^  242. 
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The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  KELL.  june  lo. 

TN  the  year  1742,  there  being  no  hospital  in  the  town  A  fund  was 
•*■  of  Lewes^  the  inhabitants  and  the  gentry  of  the  [untary  Lb^ 
neighbourhood    raised    by   subscription  the   sum    of  scription  by 
421/.  105.  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  one.     200/.,  anifi  o(  Leioet 
part  of  the  sum  so  raised,  was  appUed  in  the  purchase  ^^f^'^Jj 
of  premises,  which,  on  the  1st  of  Naoemher  1742,  were  applied  in  the 
conveyed  to  twenty-four  trustees,  "  in  trust  that  when  ^"J^^j^g  ^^ 
any  person  or  persons  should  at  any  time  thereafter  making  a  pest- 
happen  to  fisiU  sick  of  the  small-pox  or  any  other  infec-  trusts' were 
tious  distemper  within  die  limits  of  the  borough  of  declared  ac- 
Lewes^  or  within  the  liberty  of  the  castle  thereof,  or  in  igos  the* 

any  of  those  houses  without  the  limits  of  the  boroufirh  of  trustees, under 
"^  °  a  resolution  of 

Lewes  aforesaid,  called  the  Spittal  houses,  lying  in  the  the  inhabit- 

parish  of  St.  Ann^  or  in  any  of  the  houses  which  lie  in  nerafmeltinff 
the  said  parish  eastward  of  said  Spitial  houses  towards  sold  the  pre- 
the  said  borough,  that  then  the   said  messuage   and  lenttiiepro- 
premises  should  be  used  and  employed  for  an  hospital  ^^^  to  the 

_  .  ,  .   /.        1  commissioners 

or  pest-house  to  receive  such  person  so  infected  as  of  lighting 
should  be  nominated  and  appointed  by  the  said  trustees,  ^"^  paving  on 

*^^  "^  .  the  security  of 

or  the  majority  of  them,  together  with  the  constables  of  the  rates. 

said  borough  for  the  time  being  :*'  the  remainder  of  the  principal  nor 
money  was  employed  in  converting  the  premises  into  interest  hav- 
a  pestrhouse,  and  in -providing  necessary  materials  and  iepaid^[  Held, 
furniture.  "pon  an  in- 

formation  by 
the  Attorney- 

In  1792  the  premises,  being  considered  useless  as  an  General,  that 

tnis  was  & 

hospital,  as  well  as  unsafe,  from  the  neighbourhood  charitable 

which  in  the  course  of  years  had  grown  up  round  it,  that  a^breach" 

ceased  of  trust  had 
been  com- 
mitted :  —  and  that  the  money  ought  now  to  be  repaid  by  the  commissioners  out  of 
the  rates,  though  by  the  act  empowering  the  commissioners  to  raise  money  on  the 
rates  one  twentieth  of  the  principal  was  to  be  paid  off  annually. 

Pp  ^ 
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184«0.        ceased  to  be  so  applied,  and  the  furniture  which  had 

^'jf^^"''^     belonged  to  it  was  sold  by  the  then  constable  of  the 

Attorney-     town,  and  the  premises  were  let  to  the  parish  officers. 
General  ^ 

V, 

Kell.  In  ]  808}  under  a  resolution  at  a  general  meeting  of 

the  inhabitants  of  LeweSj  the  property  was  sold  to  the 
parish  of  SL  Ann  for  450/.  and  was  conveyed  by  the 
trustees  to  Turner^  a  trustee  for  the  parish  of  &.  Ann. 
The  purchase-money  was  thereupon  paid  to  the  com* 
missioners  of  lighting,  paving,  and  cleansing  the  town, 
who  under  the  powers  contained  in  a  local  act  of  par* 
liament,  executed  a  security  on  the  rates  to  three  per* 
sons  as  trustees  for  the  sum  of  450/.,  with  interest 
Turner^  about  the  same  time,  conveyed  the  premises  to 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  for  a 
term  of  1000  years,  and  covenanted  to  convey  the 
inheritance  and  levy  a  fine  thereof  to  them.  By  a  de- 
claration of  trust  made  between  the  surviving  trustees 
of  the  first  part,  the  constable  of  Lewes  of  the  second 
part.  Turner  of  the  third  part,  the  mortgagees  of  the 
rates  of  the  fourth  part,  and  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  fifth  part;  it  was  declared  that  the 
trustees  of  the  450/.  should  stand  possessed  thereof 
and  of  the  interest,  to  dispose  as  well  of  the  said 
interest  as  principal  money  in  such  manner  as  should 
be  required  by  the  said  trustees  and  constables  for 
the  time  being,  or  a  majority  of  them,  in  purchas* 
ing,  erecting,  or  hiring,  and  maintaining  a  proper 
place  of  reception  for  persons  labouring  under  the 
small-pox  or  any  other  infectious  distemper,  as  was 
limited,  expressed,  and  declared  in  the  said  indenture 
of  1st  November  1742,  or  for  such  other  purposes  as  in 
the  judgment  of  the  said  last-mentioned  trustees  and 
constables  for  the  time  being,  or  a  majority  of  them, 
might  best  contribute  to  guard  against  the  introduction 
or  spreading  of  such  infectious  distemper  within  the  said 

borough 
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borough  and  parts  adjoining.     And,  in  the  mean  time»        1840. 
in  trust  to  indemnify  the  parish  officers  of  Si.  Ann^  or     ^^^jf^"^ 
the  persons  for  the  time  being  possessed  of  the  said  term    Attorney- 
of  1000  years,  from  all  disturbance  in,  or  eviction  from        bnmal 
the  possession  of  the  said  premises,  and  all  claims  in        Kelu 
respect  thereof  out  of  the  said  sum,  as  the  said  trustees^ 
constables,  and  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  St.  Ann 
for  the  time  being  should  direct. 

By  the  paving  act  in  question  (46  G.  3.  c.  43.))  the 
commissioners  were  empowered  to  borrow  not  exceed-* 
ing  2100/.  on  the  rates,  and  were  to  pay  interest  on  the 
money,  and  one  twentieth  of  the  principal  yearly.  The 
first  payment  of  which  was  to  be  made  at  the  expiration 
of  six  months  from  the  time  of  making  each  mortgage. 

No  part  of  the  450/.  or  the  interest  had  ever  been  paid* 
This  information  was  filed  against  the  clerks  of  the 
commissioners,  the  surviving  trustees  and  the  constables, 
praying  an  account  of  what  was  due  upon  the  mort^ 
gage  debt  of  450/.,  and  for  a  declaration  that  the  com- 
missioners were  bound  to  repay  the  same ;  and  if  they 
should  not  admit  assets  sufficient,  then  that  they  might 
be  directed  forthwith  to  take  such  steps  as  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  were  lawful  and  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  a  sufficient  sum  to  repay  said  mort- 
gage debt  and  interest,  and  for  a  scheme. 

Mr.  Pembeiion  and  Mr.  Blunt,  in  support  of  the 
information,  contended  that  this  was  an  established 
charity :  that  the  inhabitants  had  no  power  of  destroy- 
ing, or  of  applying,  for  the  benefit  of  the  rate-payers  of 
the  town,  that  which  was  intended  for  persons  afflicted 
with  disease.  That  lapse  of  time  was  no  bar  to  a  charity, 
especially  where,  as  here,  the  parties  had  all  notice  of 
the  trust. 

Mr. 
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184fO.  Mr.  Renshcno  for  the  trustees. 


Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  AUfrey^  for  the  commissioners, 
contended  that  this  was  not  a  charitable  foundation,  bnt 
a  private  and  yolnntary  arrangement  of  the  inhabitants, 
with  which  the  Attorney-General  had  no  right  to  inter- 
fere ;  and  that  the  inhabitants  had,  if  they  chose  to  exer- 
cise it,  the  full  control  and  right  of  varying  the  appli- 
cation. That  the  establishment  having  become  unneces- 
sary, and  there  being  no  iunds  to  support  it,  it  would  be 
useless  to  re-establish  it;  that  the  intention  was  to  benefit 
the  town,  and  the  hospital  having  for  many  years  prior 
to  1806,  by  reason  of  the  introduction  of  vaccinatioQ 
become  useless,  it  was  a  proper  application  cy^pres  of 
the  fund  to  devote  it  to  cleansing  the  town,  and  by 
increasing  its  salubrity,  prevent  the  introduction  of  in- 
fectious diseases. 

That  the  present  rate-payers  were  not  liable  to  pay 
that  which  ought  to  have  been  borne  by  the  rate-payers 
of  1808,  and  that  the  act  of  parliament  provided  that 
one  twentieth  of  the  principal  money  borrowed  was  to 
be  repaid  every  year.  That  there  was  no  mode  of  en- 
forcing the  security,  except  by  taking  possession  of  the 
present  rates  and  diverting  them  from  the  legitimate 
purpose  for  which  they  were  raised. 

They  also  contended  that  length  of  time  was  a  bar  to 
the  relief. 

Mr.  Pemberioriy  in  reply,  referred  to  the  case  of  At' 
tomey-General  v.  Bovill  lately  before  the  Court  (fl), 
in  which  the  charity  estates  had  been  purchased  with 
money  raised  by  voluntary  contributions  amongst  the 

parishioners 

(a)  L.  C,  nth  March  1840. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  579 

parishioners  o(Si.  Clemenfs  Danesy  yet  it  had  been  held        1840. 
that  the  parish  had  no  right  to  divert  the  funds  from 
their  original  destination. 

Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  an  information  by  the  Attorney-General  pray- 
ing for  relief  in  respect  of  an  establishment  called  a 
charity.  In  1742  there  was  a  collection  by  voluntary 
subscription,  by  which  means  a  sum  of  450/.  was  raised, 
and  a  house  was  purchased  and  conveyed  to  trustees  for 
the  purposes  stated.  I  can  have  no  doubt  that  a  charity 
was  thereby  established,  and  that  the  trustees  had  no 
right  whatever  to  sell  the  property,  or  to  place  the  pro- 
duce in  the  hands  of  the  commissioners  to  be  applied 
by  them  to  other  purposes. 

m 

In  1792,  it  is  said  that  there  were  no  means  of  apply- 
ing the  premises  according  to  the  intention,  and  that 
there  was  then  no  want  of  any  such  institution,  as  by 
vaccination  cases  of  small-pox  had  disappeared.  It 
.would  be  difficult  to  imagine  that  such  was  the  case 
in  1792,  or  that  at  any  time  an  hospital  for  infectious 
diseases  would  become  useless.  It  is  objected  that  the 
establishment  is  not  endowed,  and  that  there  are  there- 
fore no  means  of  supporting  it:  this  is  no  argument 
against  its  being  a  charitable  institution.  Here  are 
means  of  accommodation  offered  to  those  persons  de- 
sirous of  availing  themselves  of  them ;  and  if  any  diffi- 
culty occurs  as  to  tlie  application  of  the  fund  when  re- 
covered, a  reference  to  the  Master  might  be  made  to 
approve  of  a  proper  scheme. 

In  1792,  the  trustees  concur  in  devoting  the  house  to 
another  purpose,  and  in  1808  they  actually  sell  the 
property  for  450/.,  to  persons  who  are  not  parties  to 
the  information,  namely,  the  parish  of  St.  Ann.    The 

parties 
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1840.  parties  seem  to  have  been  then  desirous  of  applying  the 

^"^^(^"^"^  purchase-money  in  aid  of  the  funds  for  paving,  Sec,,  and 

Attorney-  it  ultimately  found  its  way  into  the  hands  of  the  com- 

General 


Kell 


missioners. 


The  purchasers  conceiving  that  the  title  to  the  pro- 
perty might  be  impeached,  procured  an  assignment  of 
the  rates  to  certain  persons  for  securing  the  450^15  ^^ 
out  of  this  fund  they  were  to  be  indemnified.  This  trans- 
action long  after  took  place ;  it  was  discovered  by  the 
Charity  Commissioners,  and  the  Attorney-General  files 
this  information,  whereby  abandoning  the  charity  lands, 
he  follows  the  purchase-money  in  the  hands  of  the  com- 
missioners of  paving,  and  he  produces  in  evidence 
against  them  the  very  deed  by  which  they  undertake  oat 
of  the  rates  to  repay  the  money. 

It  is  said  that  there  are  no  means  of  enforcing  this 
demand,  because  the  act  of  parliament  directs  monies 
borrowed  to  be  repaid  within  twenty  years. 

I  think,  notwithstanding  this,  that  the  Attorney-Gene- 
ral is  entitled  to  the  relief  he  asks,  and  that  if  the  hospital 
is  not  wanted,  and  as  it  is  represented,  is  useless,  then 
a  reference  must  be  made  to  the  Master  to  approve  oft 
scheme  for  the  application  of  the  fund. 

The  amount  of  what  is  due  must  be  ascertained ;  as  to 
the  mode  of  raising  it,  if  a  difficulty  should  occur,  an 
application  to  the  Queen's  Bench  may  possibly  become 
necessary. 

It  must  be  declared  that  this  is  a  charity  trust,  and 
that  the  450/.  and  interest,  with  the  Attorney-General's 
costs,  ought  to  be  raised  out  of  the  rates,  {a) 

(a)  The  cause  stood  over,  in  order  that  some  proposal  might  be 
made  by  the  commissioners  as  to  raising  the  money. 
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1840. 


BROWN  V.  KEATING.  June  lo, 

THIS  bill  was  filed  against  several  Defendants.  Exceptions  to 

an  answer  for 
insufficiency 

The  introductory  part  of  the  interrogatories  of  the  ^>1*  "^^  ^"if 
bill  called  upon  the  Defendants  (naming  them)  '^  accord-  their  not  fol- 
ing  to  the  best  am/  uimost  of  ^^«r  knowledge,  remem-  lowing  hte- 
brance^  information,  and  belief,"   to   set  forth   certain  words  of  the 
matters,  and  afterwards  proceeded,  and  "  that  the  said  '"  ovidSThT 
Defendants  may,  in  manner  aforesaid,  answer  and  set  variation  be 
forth,  whether  t/iey  or  one  and  vohich  of  them  have  not  or  "^'^^P^*"  ^"  • 
has  not  now  or  had  not  until  a  recent  or  some  and  what 
period,  in  their  or  some  or  one  and  which  of  Hieir  posses- 
sion, custody,  or  power,  or  in  the  possession,  custody, 
or  power  of  their  respective  solicitors  or  solicitor,  divers 
or  some  and  what "  books  of  account,  &c.,  relating  ^^  to 
the  trust  property  or  estate,  or  to  the  several  other 
matters  and  things  hereinbefore  mentioned  and  set  forth, 
or  to  some  and  which  of  them." 


"  And  that  they  may  respectively  set  forth"  a  schedule 
of  all  such  books  of  account,  &c.,  ^*  distinguishing  such 
as  have  ever  been  but  are  not  now  in  their  possession, 
custody,  or  power,  and  stating  what  is  become  of  the 
same»  and  of  each  and  every  of  them." 

The  Defendants  having  filed  their  answer,  the  Plaintiff 
took  exceptions  to  one  of  them  for  insufficiency,  the  first 
of  which  exceptions  was  worded  as  follows :  —  "  For 
that  the  said  Defendant  hath  not,  in  and  by  his  said 
answer,  answered  and  set  forth,  according  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge,  recollection^  information,  and  belief^ 
whether  he  the  said  Defendant  has  not  now,  or  had 

not, 
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not,  until  a  recent  or  some  and  what  period,  in  his  pos- 
session, custody,  or  power,  or  in  the  possession,  custody, 
or  power  of  kis  solicitors  or  solicitor  *  divers  *  books  of 
account,*'  &c.  **relating  to  the  trust  property  or  estate  in 
the  said  complainant's  bill  of  complaint  mentioned,  or 
to  the  several  other  matters  and  things  ihereinbe/bre 
mentioned  and  set  forth." 


The  second  exception  was,  *^  For  that  the  said  De* 
fendant  hath  not  in  manner  aforesaid  set  forth"  i 
schedule  of  books  of  account.  Sec.  ^*  distinguishing  sodi 
as  have  ever  been  but  are  not  now  in  his  possessioii, 
custody,  or  power,  and  stating  what  is  become  of  the 
same,  and  of  such  and  every  of  them." 

The  Master  had  disallowed  these  exceptions  partly, 
as  was  stated,  on  the  ground  that  the  exceptions  did 
not  literally  follow  the  words  of  the  interrogatory;  and 
he  bad  reported  accordingly. 

The  Plaintiff  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's  finding. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  E.  R,  Daniell  appeared  in 
support  of  the  exceptions  to  the  report,  insisted  that  the 
Defendant's  answer  was  insufficient  in  the  points  ex- 
cepted to,  and  that  the  Master  was  wrong  in  bis 
finding. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Chandlessj  for  die  Defendant,  con- 
tended, that  the  Master  was  right  in  the  conclusion  to 
which  he  had  come  ;  that  it  had  been  decided  that 
exceptions  to  an  answer  containing  in  substance,  but 
not  verbatim,  the  interrogatories  not  answered,  will  be 
overruled;  Hodgson  v.  Butterfield.  (a)     Here  the  Plain- 

ti^ 
(a)  2  Sim.  4*  Siu.  S56. 
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tiffy  in  his  exception)  had  made  several  variations.  The 
words  ^^best  emd  utmost  of  ihdr  knowledge,  remem^ 
hrance^^  &c.  had  been  converted,  in  the  exception,  into 
'<  best  of  hi$  knowledge,  recollection^  &c,  and  the  words 
*^  whether  they,  or  one,  and  which  of  them  have  not,  or 
has  not "  were  changed  into  *^  he,  the  said  Defendant, 
has  not;"  and  the  interrogatory  calling  for  a  schedule 
of  documents  in  *^  their  ^*  possession,  &C.,  and  for  a 
statement  of  what  had  ^*  become  of  the  same,  and  each 
and  every  of  them,'*  was  varied  in  the  exception,  and 
the  word  "  their**  converted  into  "  AiV'  and  the  word 
«eflcA"into"5ttcA." 


That  the  technical  rule  acted  on  in  the  Master's  office 
prohibited  any  variation  between  the  exception  and  inter- 
rogatory; and  that  here  the  variation  was  material,  the 
meaning  of  the  word  **  recollection*'  being  different  from 
the  word  "remembrance."  That  a  contrary  practice 
would  lead  to  constant  discussions  as  to  the  precise 
meaning  of  two  words. 

7^e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  on  the  merits 
he  thought  the  answer  insufficient :  — -  that  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  exceptions  was  material :  —  and  that  as  to 
the  variation  which  had  been  complained  of  between  the 
exceptions  and  interrogatories,  it  was  quite  trifling,  and 
under  these  circumstances  the  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
finding  must  be  allowed.  The  effect  of  adopting  the 
strict  technical  rule,  contended  for  by  the  Defendant, 
would  certainly  not  be  to  promote  the  administration  of 
justice. 


Another  objection  was  raised  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
form  of  the  exception  to  the  Master's  report* 


On 
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On  the  7th  of  April,  IS^O,  the  reference  was  made 
to  the  Master  to  report  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  answer. 

On  the  15th  of  Aprils  1840,  the  Master,  under  the 
twelfth  general  order,  1828,  certified  that  three  weeb 
further  time  was  necessary  to  make  his  report* 

On  the  SOth  of  April,  1840,  he  made  his  report,  and 
the  exceptions  were  entituled  exceptions  to  the  report 
made  in  pursuance  of  an  order  bearing  date  the  7th 
day  of  April,  1840,  but  they  did  not  set  out  the  date  of 
the  report  itself. 

For  the  Defendant,  it  was  objected  that  this  was 
informal,  as  the  Master  had  made  two  reports  pursuant 
to  the  order  of  the  7th  of  April,  viz.  that  of  the  15tb 
and  that  of  the  SOth. 

The  Court,  however,  disallowed  the  objection. 


June  16. 


CANE  V.  MARTIN. 


i^r  aUowTd^"  TVf  ^* ^'  ^^^  ^^^  employed  as  the  solicitor  of  the 
the  Plaintiff's    "^  "^  Plaintiff,  and  a  demurrer,  filed  by  the  Defendants, 

fused  to  pro-  *°  ^^  ^^'^  ^^^  '^^^^  allowed  on  merits.  It  was  stated 
cced  until  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  advised  by  his  counsel  not 
his  bill:  Held,  to  prosecute  the  suit  further.     Mr.  JB.  declined  to  act 

that  he  was  further  for  the  Plaintiff  until  payment  of  his  bill  of  costs ; 
bound  to  de-  *^  '' 

liver  over  the    Mr.  B.  had  subsequently  consented  to  act  in  the  suit 

r/wToHciSr     for  the  Plaintiff. 

of  the  Plain-  The 

tiff  on  the 

usual  undertaking,  as  to  Hen  and  redelivery,  but  that  the  party  ought,  under  the 

circumstance,  to  undertake  to  prosecute  the  suit  with  due  diligence. 
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The  Plaintiff  presented  this  petition,  praying  that  Mr.        1 840. 
E*  might  deliver  up  the  papers  in  the  cause  to  the  new 
solicitor,  without  prejudice  to  any  lien  for  costs,  Mr.  A 
undertaking  to  return  them  after  the  hearing. 

Mr.  E.  did  not  object  to  any  inspection  of  the  papers. 

Mr.  JRenshaw  for  the  petition  cited  Heslqp  v.  Met' 
calfe{a)jti3  a  direct  authority  for  the  application,  and 
Colegrave  v.  Manley.  (b) 

Mr.  Elderton  argued,  that  Heslop  v.  Metcalfe  was  not 
consistent  with  the  former  authorities.  That  here  the 
suit  was  such  as  rendered  it  impossible  that  it  could  be 
successfully  prosecuted ;  that  the  undertaking  to  return 
the  papers  after  the  hearing  would  be  ineffectual,  as  the 
hearing  would  probably  be  indefinitely  postponed ;  and 
thus  the  solicitor  would  be  wholly  deprived  of  the  papers 
and  of  his  lien  on  them.  That  Mr.  B,  should  therefore 
undertake  to  prosecute  the  suit  with  due  diligence. 

Mr.  Renshaw  in  reply. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  all  cases  of  this  description  there  are  two  questions 
of  inconvenience ;  first,  on  the  solicitor  who  has  pro- 
secuted the  suit  at  a  great  expense,  if  the  papers  are 
taken  from  him  before  his  bill  is  satisfied ;  and  secondly, 
on  the  client  whose  course  to  the  attainment  of  justice 
is  obstructed  by  the  retainer  of  his  papers.  The  Lord 
Chancellor,  after  consideration,  has  decided  the  proper 
course  to  be  to  deliver  over  the  papers  without  prejudice 
and  on  a  certain  undertaking.    I  cannot,  therefore,  now 

consider 

(fl)  3  MyL  4-  Cr.  183.  (&)  1  Turn.  4-  R,  400. 

Vol.  II.  Q  q 
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consider  whether  the  case  of  Heshp  ▼.  Metcalfe  was 
founded  on  previous  authorities ;  but  it  is  an  authority 
so  far  for  the  present  application.  This  is  not  exactly 
like  the  other  case:  here  the  party  has  been  advised 
by  competent  persons  that  the  cause  ought  not  to  be 
prosecuted ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiff,  perfai4>Sy 
has  been  advised  by  equally  competent  persons  that  it 
may  be  advantageously  prosecuted.  I  think,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  take  the  papers 
out  of  the  hands  of  Mr.  E.  without  an  undertaking  to 
prosecute  the  suit  with  due  diligence.  As  the  solicitor 
does  not  refuse  the  parties  access  to  the  papers,  let 
the  petition  stand  over  until  the  next  day  of  petitions, 
the  solicitor  giving  free  access  to  the  papers  in  the 
mean  while,  in  order  that  the  parties  may  determine 
whether  they  will  give  the  undertaking. 


EXTRACT  FROM   ORDER. 

F,  B.  (the  new  solicitor)  ''  undertaking  to  prosecute  this  came 
with  all  due  diligence/'  and  that  the  documents  &c.  delivered  to 
him  under  this  order  shall  be  received  without  prejudice  to  any  right 
of  lien,  and  *'  that  they  shall  be  returned  undefaced  within  ten  dtjt 
afler  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  or  after  he  shall  at  any  time  cease 
or  decline  diligently  to  prosecute  the  suit."  His  Lordship  doth 
order  the  delivery  over  of  the  papers  &c.  in  or  connected  with  this 
cause  to  F.  B. 
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1840, 


WELFORD  V.  STAINTHORPE.  j^  „. 

rilHIS  was  a  motion  for  the  production  of  documents  a  Defendant, 
J-    in  the  Defendant's  possession.  Ltl""^ 

to  a  deed  in 

The  Defendant  by  his  answer  referred  to  an  inden-  "asbythe 
ture  in  these  words,  ^*  as  by  the  said  indenture,  when  said  indenture, 
produced,  will  appear."     This  reference  differed  from  duced,  will 

that  in  Hardman  v.  EUames  la\  as  it  omitted  the  words  appear,"  must 

produce  it  for 
'^  to  which  for  greater  certainty  the  Defendant  craves  the  inspection, 

leave  to  refer."  ^^^^^ 

although  he 

Mr.  Keene  for  the  motion  cited  Hardman  v.  EUames.    «« crave^leave 

to  refer  to  it.** 

Mr.  Pemberton,  control,  said  he  could  not  resist  the 
production,  after  the  decision  in  the  case  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  therefore,  ordered  the 
production  of  the  deed. 

(a)  9  Mylne  4-  K.  73S. 


Q?  2 
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Jan.  2«.  88,     THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  FISH- 
j?;^  e  MONGERS'  COMPANY. 


Nov.  9. 


(PRESTON'S  Will) 


A  testotor  in    riiHIS  information  was  filed  in  September  18S2,  against 
esta^  were  ^^  Fishmongers'  Company  in  respect  of  certain  pro- 

vested,  subject  perty,  situate  in  Lombard  Street^  Gracechurch  StreeL  and 
to  certain  rent   —„  ^  i.tiiii.-i        i        %      »» 

charges,  de-      Thames  Street^  which  had  been  devised  to  them  by  Henry 

^h^^h^  ^   iV«/<w,  and  its  object  was  to  have  the  revenue  devoted 

exclusively  to  the  alleged  charitable  trusts  mentioned  in 
his  will. 


the  Fishmon 
gers*  Com- 
panv, "  in  aid 
of  the  mainte- 
nance of  the 
poor  men  and 
women  of  the 
mystery  and 
community 
aforesaid  for 


Henry  Preston^  a  citizen  and  fishmonger  of  London^ 
made  his  will,  dated  the  20th  of  February  1  ^SSj  and  after 

reciting 


ever;**  being 

precisely  the  same  terms  as  those  under  which,  bv  their  charter,  the  company  were 
licensed  to  hold  land  in  mortmain  :  Held,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  testator 
was  a  mere  trustee  for  the  company ;  and  an  information  being  filed  by  the  com* 
pany,  to  carry  into  execution  the  charitable  trusts  mentioned  in  the  testator's  will, 
was  dismissed,  with  costs. 

A  chartered  company  became  entitled  by  a  devise  to  them  in  the  terms  of  tbdr 
charter  contained  in  the  will  of  one  of  their  body  to  property  subject  to  rent  chai^ges, 
which  were  devoted  to  superstitious  uses  principally  under  the  will  of  Sir  J.  C  In 
H37  Sir  J.  C.'s  executors  of  their  good  grace,  zeal  and  love  which  they  had  unto  the 
soul  of  Sir./.  C.,  and  to  the  intent  that  his  will  might  be  better  observed,  paid  to  the 
company  400  marks  in  recompence  of  the  great  charge  and  cost  the  company  bad 
borne  in  reparations  of  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent  charge  was  issuing,  so  that 
the  will  of  Sir  J,  C.  might  be  observed  and  kept  in  time  coming.  In  1547  the  statute 
against  superstitious  uses  passed,  and  three  years  after  the  company  purchased  the 
rent  charges  of  the  crown,  which  were  conveyed  by  letters  patent ;  subsequently  in 
the  4th  Jac,  1.  an  act  of  parliament  passed,  whereby,  to  remove  doubts  and  questions, 
it  was  enacted  that  all  messuages,  rents,  &c.  as  had  been  theretofore  devised  to  the 
compan}',  and  which  were  mentioned  in  the  letters  patent,  might  be  thereafter  held 
by  the  company  against  the  king,  saving  the  rights  of  persons  other  than  the  kin£. 
The  company  had  ever  since  been  in  possession  of  the  property,  and  had  dealt  wiu 
it  as  their  general  property,  but  had  applied  part  of  the  rents  m  charity.  In  an  in* 
formation  filed  in  1852,  insisting  that  the  property  was  devoted  to  charity  under  the 
devise :  Held  that  at  this  distance  of  time  any  thing  which  seemed  ambiguous  ought 
to  be  presumed  in  favour  of  the  company :  —  That  the  testator  was  a  mere  trustee 
for  the  company  —  that  it  ought  to  be  presumed,  that  charges  to  which  the  crown 
became  entitled,  and  which  were  granted  to  the  company,  were  equal  to,  if  they  did 
not  exceed,  the  whole  value  of  the  land,  and  that  under  the  grant  and  statute  the 
estates  themselves  became  the  property  of  the  compHny. 
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reciting  that  he,  John  Mitchell  and  nine  other  fishmongers        1 839. 
therein  named,  together  with  Elizabeth  JVylford,  widow,     ^^mf"^^ 
had  lately  purchased  to  them  and  their  heirs  and  assigns    Attobket- 
for  ever,  certain  messuages,  &c.,  in  Gracechurch  Street      ^^^^^^^' 
and  Lombard  Street,  and  the  great  tenement  in  Thames         The 
Street  (the  property  in   question   in   this  cause),  and     'Smipamv"* 
that  they  had  afterwards  by  deed,  dated  the  22d  of 
Naoemberj  in  the  15th  Hen.  6.,  demised,  enfeoffed,  &c., 
unto  John  Hamwellj  John  Watkyns  and  John  Giflj  the 
property  in   Thames  Street,  for  the   life   of  Sir  John 
Comwallj  Knight,  Lord  de  tanhope,  and   that  after- 
wards John  Mitchell  and  the  other  nine  fishmongers 
and  Elizabeth  Wylfard,  by  deed  dated  the  1 5th  of  De^ 
cember  following,  did  release  to  him  the  testator,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  all  their  right,  &c.,  in  the  above  tene- 
ments, &c.,  and  that  he  the  testator  was  then  sole  seised 
in  fee  simple,  the  testator  ^  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
Thomas  Badly  and  five  other  persons,  then  wardens  of 
the  mystery  of  fishmongers,  and  to  the  commonalty  of 
the  same  mystery,  and  their  successors  for  ever,  all  the 
above  said  tenements,  &c.,''  subject  to  the  estate  fgr  the 
life  of  Stir  John  Cornwall,  to  hold  the  same  ^Mn  aid  of  the 
support  of  the  poor  men  and  women  of  the  mystery  and 
commonalty  aforesaid  for  ever :"  ('^  in  auxilium  sustenta^ 
iionis  pauperum  hominum  et  mulientm  misteria  et  commur 
nitaiis  pradictarum  in  perpetuum.*') 

The  testator's  will  was  proved  in  Notoember  1438,  and 
shortly  afterwards  the  estate  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  Fishmongers'  Company,  who  carried  the  revenues  to 
their  common  fund,  which  they  applied  partly  towards 
charitable  purposes,  but  to  no  specific  purposes  in  par- 
ticular. 

The  relator,  relying  on  the  will  of  Preston  alone, 
insisted  that  the  devbe  to  the  company  in  aid  of  the 

Q;  3  support 
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1839.  support  of  the  poor  men  and  women  of  the  complmy 

^■^^Jj^j^^^  for  ever,  —  {in  auxilittm  sustentationis  pauperum  hominum 

Attorney-  et  tntdierum  misteria  et  commtmitatis  pradictarum  in  per* 

General  pgtuum)  —  was  a  charitable' devise,  and  by  this  inform- 

The  ation  sought  to  have  the  income  of  the  property  devoted 

Company.  ^®  ^^^  charitable  purposes  pointed  out  by  the  will  of 

the  testator  Henry  Preston. 

From  the  evidence  of  the  defendants,  it  speared  that 
in  1432  the  Thames  Street  property  was  vested  in  Sir 
John  Cornwall^  subject  however  to  a  rent-charge  of  20 
marks,  devoted  by  John  de  Heylesdon  to  superstidoos 
uses,  and  the  Gracechurch  Street  and  Lombard  Street 
property  was  then  vested  in  Londroppef  Fitz  Geffreg^ 
and  Pijou. 

On  the  8th  oi  February  1433,  the  Fishmongers'  Com- 
pany obtained  a  new  charter,  containing  a  licence  to 
hold  lands  in  mortmain  to  the  value  of  202.  a  year,  **is 
mixilium  sustentationis  pauperum  hominum  et  mulierum 
misterice  et  communitatis  pradictarum  in  perpetuum;*' 
being  the  very  same  words  as  those  used  in  the  devise 
in  the  testator's  will. 

On  the  11th  of  November  1434,  Sir  John  CorrtewaU 
conveyed  the  Thames  Street  property  to  Ijondroppe^ 
Fitz  Geffrey i  and  Pijou^  who,  on  the  18th  of  November 
following,  granted  him  an  annual  rent  of  40  marks, 
payable  out  of  both  properties,  and  on  the  same  day 
they  released  the  whole  property,  together  with  other 
property  which  had  formerly  belonged  to  Hiomas 
fVylfordf  to  John  Mitchell,  Henry  Preston^  and  eight 
other  fishmongers,  and  to  Elizabeth^  the  widow  of 
Thomas  Wylford,  who,  on  the  next  day,  granted  an 
annual  rent  of  40/.  to  Sir  John  Cornwallj  which  was  not 
to  be  levied  during  the  life  of  Elizabeth  Wylfbrd^  or  so 

long 
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loDg  as  the  40  marks  above  mentioned  should  be  regu-  18S9. 

larly  paid.  ^"^'xh^ 

Attorney- 

On  the  18  th  of  November  following  John  MitcheU  ^enmal 

and  the  eleven  other  persons  demised  the  Thames  Street  The 

property  to  H.,  W.,  and  G.,  for  the  life  of  Sir  John  ^'c^^^^y!"* 
Cornwall;  and  on  the  15th  of  December  1434,  the  whole 
property  was  released  to  Preston  in  fee,  who  in  February 
1435  made  his  will  to  the  effect  already  stated. 

Sir  John  Cornwall  devised  the  40  marks  to  super- 
stitious uses,  including  prayers  for  his  soul,  and  the 
souls  of  other  persons  therein  mentioned ;  and  he  di- 
rected his  executors  to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his 
effects  for  the  safety  of  his  soul,  as  to  them  might  seem 
best 

After  the  death  of  Sir  John  Cornwall^  and  on  the  20th  of 
Jipril  1446,  his  executors  of  their  good  grace,  zeal  and 
love  that  they  had  unto  the  soul  of  Sir  John  Cornwall^  and 
to  the  intent  that  his  will  might  in  all  things  be  the  better 
observed  and  kept  for  ever,  paid  to  the  wardens  of  the 
company  400  marks  sterling,  in  recompense  of  the 
great  charge  and  cost  the  company  had  borne  in  the 
helping  of  the  reparations  of  the  lands  whereout  the 
rent-charge  of  40  marks  was  issuing,  so  that  the  will 
of  Sir  John  Cornwall  might  be  observed  and  kept  in 
time  coming. 

'  The  statute  of  the  1  Ed.  6.  c.  14.  afterwards  passed, 
whereby  lands  and  the  issues  of  lands  devised  to  super- 
stitious uses  were  forfeited  to  the  king  {seeante^  p.  154.)« 

An  arrangement  afterwards  took  place  between  the 
Crown  and  the  several  companies  for  the  purchase  of 
the  rent  charges  to  whicii  the  Crown  had,  or  was  sup- 

Q;  4  posed 
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1889.       posed  to  have,  become  entitled;  and  by  letters  patentf 
^"^^^r^^     dated  the  14th  of  Jtdy^  4  Ed.  6.,  in  consideration  of  the 
Attorney-    sum  therein  mentioned  (a),  the  King  granted  to  AugiU' 
General     ^^^^  Hinde  and  two  others;  various  rents,  annuities  and 
The         yearly  sums  issuing  out  of  the  lands  belonging  to  several 
Company,     companies  of  the  city  of  London^  and  amongst  others 
the  fishmongers,  and  amongst  the  rents  issuing  out  of 
the   lands  of  the   Fishmongers'   Company  were   the 
13/.  65.  %d.  and  26/.  Ids.  4e2i,  payable  out  of  the  pro- 
perty in  question,   and  devoted  to  superstitious  uses 
under  the  wills  of  John  de  Heylesdon  and  Sir  John 
ComwalL 

The  statute  4  Jcu:.  1.  r.  10.  afterwards  passed,  con- 
firming to  the  companies  all  such  messuages,  &c.,  as  had 
been  theretofore  devised  to  any  of  the  said  companies, 
and  which  lands,  &c.,  were  mentioned  or  named  in  the 
letters  patent  of  the  4  Ed.  6.  (6) 

The  information  was  filed  in  September  1832 ;  and  it 
appeared  from  the  Defendant's  answer,  that  the  De- 
fendants had  from  time  to  time  carried  the  rents  of  the 
property  to  their  general  funds,  out  of  which  they  had 
applied  considerable  sums  in  support  of  the  poor  men 
and  women  of  the  company ;  but  they  said  they  had 
done  this  of  their  own  free  will  and  mere  motion.  They 
had  also,  for  a  long  series  of  years,  been  accustomed 
to  use  the  Thames  Street  property  as  their  hall ;  and 
had  received  20,000/.  for  part  of  this  property,  and  for 
damages  under  the  London  Bridge  Act  {\%21\  which 
they  had  applied  in  rebuilding  their  hall,  to  some  ex- 
tent, on  the  remaining  Thames  Street  property. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr. 

(fl)  See  antiy  p.  156.  {b)  See  ofUe^  p.  157. 
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Mr.  Temple,  Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdorij        18S9. 
in  support  of  the  information,  contended  that  as  it  ap-     ^^rC^ 
peared  by  the  documents,  and  was  even  admitted  by    Attobnbt- 
the  Defendants,  that  the  property  had  been  conveyed      Gbnbbal 
to  Preston  in  fee,  it  must  be  taken  that  he  was  bene-         The 
ficially  entitled.     That  there  was  a  distinct  trust  created     Compaoy. 
by  his  will  for  the  benefit  of  ^*  the  poor  men  and  women 
of  the  company  for  ever.''     That  such   a  charitable 
trust  was  good,  the  persons  to  take  being  sufficiently 
certain ;    Attomey'General  v.  Clarke  (a),  where  a  be- 
quest to  the  poor  inhabitants  of  <S^.  Leonard's,  Shore- 
ditch,  was  held  good.    That  this  Court,  therefore,  would 
compel  the  Defendants  to  perform  the  trust* 

That,  even  if  Preston  was  only  a  trustee  for  the  cora« 
pany,  as  was  contended  by  the  Defendants,  still  his  will 
had  defined  the  trusts  on  which  the  company  were  to  hold 
the  property,  and  which  they  could  not  now  repudiate. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  J.  BomiUy,  contra,  contended, 
first,  that  Preston  was  a  mere  trustee  for  the  Fish- 
mongers' Company,  who  were  the  parties  beneficially 
entitled  to  the  property,  and  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  general  funds  of  a  corporation: 
Attorney-General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Carmarthen  (5), 
The  Mayor  of  Colchester  v.  Lowten.  (c) 

That  having  regard  to  the  state  of  the  law  at  the 

remote  period  of  time  at  which  the  transaction  took 

place,  the  whole,  though  apparently  involved,  could  be 

satisfactorily  explained.     It  was  the  universal  practice 

prior  to  the  Statute  of  Uses,  for  a  purchaser  of  lands 

to  have  them  conveyed,  not  to  himself  directly,  but  to 

himself 

(<i)  Amiier,422»  sMyLJjr  C,615.,  and  the  caset 

(6)  G,  Cooper,  30.  therein  referred  to. 

(c)  1  Ves,  4"  B.  226. ;  and  see 
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1839.  himself  and  a  number  of  feoffees,  to  hold  really  to  his 

^^^Jj*^^  use,  though  none  was  declared:  the  practice  is  dis- 

Attornby-  tinctly  stated  by  Justice  Manwood  in  Brenfs  Case  {a\ 

Genmal  ^^^  jjj  ^jj^  recital  to  1  Ric.  S.  c.  1.     By  the  custom  of 

The         London  a  citizen  of  London  could  devise  lands  in  Lonr 
Company.     ^^^  ^"  mortmain,  though  he  could  not  alien  in  mort* 
main  (£) ;  and  though  a  stranger  could  devise  lands  in 
London^  he  could  not  devise  them  in  mortmain,  (c)    In 
those  times  persons  desirous  of  establishing  permanent 
superstitious  uses,  such  as  obits^  &c.,  were  anxious  to 
vest  the  lands  for  that  purpose  in  corporations  ha?- 
ing  permanent  continuance.     Now  Sir  John  Cornwall^ 
being,  by  himself  or  his  trustees,  entided  to  the  pro- 
perty in  question,  and  being  desirous  of  establishing  a 
perpetual  rent  charge  to  be  applied  for  prayers  for  his 
soul,  &c,  entered  into  an  arrangement  for  securing  the 
rent  charge  with  the  Fishmongers'  Company,  who  were 
on  their  part  anxious  to  obtain  the  land;  but  the  charter 
of  incorporation  and  the  then  existing  law  compelled 
them  to  have  recourse  to  this  circuitous  mode*     They 
could  purchase  lands  to  no  greater  extent  than  20L  a 
year,  but  they  might  obtain  by  devise  land  in  London  to 
any  amount.   The  property  was  therefore  conveyed  to  a 
number  of  feoffees,  the  rent  charge  was  secured,  as  was 
also  a  life  estate,  to  Sir  John  Cornwall :  the  estate  was 
then  conveyed  to  Preston^  a  citizen  and  fishmonger,  and 
by  him  was  devised  to  the  company  in  the  very  words 
of  the  charter.     The  arrangement  was  further  evidenced 
by  the  deed  of  the  20th  of  April  1446,  by  which  the 
executors   of  Sir  John  Cornwall  voluntarily  paid  400 
marks  to  the  company  to  enable  them  the  better  to  per- 
form his  will. 

Secondly^ 

(a)  2  Leonard^  15.  (c)  1  Bro,  Ab.  207.  pi.  36.  k  41 

{b)  2  Bro^  Abr.  70.    pi.  13. ; 
1  Bro*  Abr,  206.  pi.  7. 
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Secondly^  they  argued  that  if  the  property  really  be-        1839. 


The 


longed  to  Preston^  yet  being  devised  to  the  company  for 

the  same  purposes  as  they  held  their  corporate  pro-  Attornbt- 

perty,  the  Court  could  not  deal  with  it  as  with  a  chari-  Gbnkkal 
table  trust*  The 


And  thirdly^  that  the  40  marks  and  60  marks  which 
were  payable  out  of  the  property  and  had  been  devoted 
to  superstitious  uses,  were  the  full  value  of  the  property ; 
that  it  became  forfeited  to  the  Crown  under  the  statute 
of  Ed.  6.,  and  that,  under  the  letters  patent  of  Elizabeth 
and  the  statute  of  James  L,  the  whole  property  became 
vested  beneficially  in  the  company,  dbcharged  of  every 
trust  and  incumbrance,  in  a  manner  analogous  to  that 
in  Sir  Thomas  KtiesewortKs  Case,  (a) 

Mr.  Temple^  in  reply,  contended  that  if  the  matter 
stood  on  the  charter  alone  by  which  the  company  were 
empowered  to  hold  lands  for  the  poor  of  their  com- 
pany, there  was  no  authority  to  warrant  the  proposition 
that  they  were  exempted  from  the  ordinary  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court ;  that  if  they  applied  the  fund  for  pur- 
iposes  foreign  to  those  for  which  alone  they  were  em- 
powered to  hold  land  in  mortmain,  this  Court  had 
authority  to  compel  them  to  make  a  due  application  of 
the  funds.  That  the  cases  cited  of  The  Attomey^Ge'- 
neral  v.  The  Corporation  of  Carmarthen  and  The  Mayor 
of  Colchester  v.  Lowten  decided  this  only,  that  a  cor- 
poration having  property  unaffected  by  any  trust,  could, 
like  individuals  having  an  absolute  estate,  deal  with  it 
as  they  pleased.  But  that,  whatever  might  be  the  law  as 
to  property  under  the  charter,  still  it  was  clear  that  this 
property,  which  had  always  been  admitted  to  be  held 
under  the  will,  and  the  rents  of  which  had  ever  since 

been 

{a)  Seeon/^,  p.  166. 


PUHMONOSB^ 
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1 839.  been  partially  at  least  applied  towards  the  objects  pointed 
^"^^Jjj*^*^  out  by  the  will,  was  subject  to  the  ordinary  jarisdictioa 
Attobney-    of  this  Court. 

GSNEBAL 

The  That  no  necessity  was  shewn  for  having  recourse  to 

Compaoy.     ^^^  intricate  mode  suggested  of  obtaining  the  property, 

and  if  there  had  been  still  it  would  be  an  illegal  act,— 

a  fraudulent  evasion  of  the  law  which  this  Court  could 

.  not  support:  T^e  Bank  of  England  v.  Booth,  (a) 

That  the  rent  charges  which  had  been  devoted  to 
supei'stitious  uses  were  quite  distinct  from  the  corpus  of 
the  estate,  and  that  the  former  alone  became  forfeited ; 
and  that,  even  if  the  rent  charges  exceeded  the  value  of 
the  estate,  still,  when  the  value  increased,  the  chari^ 
was  en  tided  to  the  surplus. 


Nov.  9.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  Information  prays  for  a  declaration,  that  the 
Defendants  were  seised  and  possessed  of  certain  pro- 
perty which  was  devised  to  the  Fishmongers'  Company 
by  the  will  of  Henry  Preston^  in  trust  for  the  uses 
expressed  in  the  said  will,  and  not  for  their  own  use, 
subject  only  to  the  payment  of  two  yearly  sums  of 
262.  135.  Aid.  and  \SL  65.  %d.  chargeable  thereon;  that 
the  great  hall  of  the  company,  or  a  part  thereof,  con- 
stitutes part  of  the  charity  property;  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  the  rents  of  such  part  of  the  pro- 
perty as  have  been  let,  and  that  the  Defendants  may 
be  charged  therewith,  and  with  an  occupation  rent  for 
the  use  of  the  hall  for  twenty  years  before  the  inform- 
ation was  filed ;  and  that  a  scheme  may  be  settled  for 

the 

(a)  9  Keen^  466. 
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the  future  application  of  the  rents  of  the  charity  pro*        18S9. 
perty,  having  regard  to  the  testator's  will    in    that     ^^^nT^*' 
behalf*  Attobnbt* 

The  will  under  which  this  relief  is  sought,  is  dated         The 
the  20th  of  February  1485,  nearly  400  years  before  the  ^cSi^"' 
information  was  filed;  and  more  than  400  years  have  now 
elapsed  since  the 'death  of  the  testator,  to  whom  the 
property  is  alleged  to  have  belonged. 

The  estate  came  mto  the  possession  of  the  company 
within  a  few  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
during  the  whole  time  which  has  since  elapsed  the  pro- 
perty has  been  used  and  dealt  with  as  part  of  the 
general  property  of  the  company,  and  has  been  applied 
to  the  general  purposes  thereof.  Those  general  pur« 
poses  have  been  in  part  charitable,  but  no  special  des- 
tination has  been  given  to  the  revenue  arising  from  this 
property,  as  distinguished  from  the  other  general  pro- 
perty to  which  the  company  is  entitled. 

The  property  was,  however,  by  the  will  of  Preston 
devised  to  the  wardens  and  commonalty  of  the  company^ 
to  be  held  by  them  in  aid  of  the  support  of  the  poor 
men  and  women  of  the  company  for  ever,  —  (in  auxi" 
Hum  sustentationis  pauperum  hotninum  et  midierum  misteriie 
et  communitatis  pradictarum  in  perpettmm) ;  and  this  the 
relator  insists  is  a  charitable  purpose  to  be  executed 
by  this  Court,  which  ought  to  interfere  notwithstanding 
tlie  lapse  of  time. 

The  Defendants  contend  that  they  have  shewn  an  ab- 
solute title  in  themselves,  and  it  is  necessary  to  advert 
to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  estate  was  proved 
to  have  been  acquired. 

The 
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1839.  The  property  consists  partly  of  property  situated  m 

^^^^j^^^^^  Gracechurch  Street  and  Lombard  Street^  and  partly  of 

•-Attorney-  property  which  has  been  described  as  the  great  tenement 

Obnebal  j^  Thames  Street. 

The 
^Smpao^^  First,  the  Gracechurch  Street  and  Lombard  Street  pro- 
perty in  the  time  of  Richard  II.  belonged  to  John  it 
HeyUsdon^  who  charged  it  with  a  rent  charge  of  20 
marks,  or  13/.  ^s.  Sd.Jbr  superstitious  uses  ^  and  sub- 
ject to  that  charge  the  property  afterwards  became 
rested  in  John  Caoentrjfj  whose  executors,  having  power 
to  sell  under  his  will,  sold  it  to  John  Radwellj  WiUittm 
Ijondivppej  John  Fitz  Geffrey  and  Walter  Pijou,  to 
whom  it  was  conveyed  on  the  27th  of  Jtfoy  in  the  eighth 
year  of  King  Henry  VI.,  viz.  the  27th  of  Jfay  1430. 
Upon  the  death  of  Radwell  this  property  became  vested 
in  Londroppe^  Fitz  Geffrey  and  Pijouy  the  three  sur- 
vivors. 

Secondly,  The  great  tenement  in  Thames  Street  in 
the  year  1368  belonged  to  John  Loch/er:  in  1413  it 
had  become  the  property  of  William  Askhamj  whose 
acting  executor,  Thomas  BotiUer^  sold  it  to  Sir  TTwmas 
Sackoille  and  five  other  persons,  and  in  the  year  1452, 
and  by  deeds  executed  then  or  in  the  course  of  the 
year  or  two  next  following,  it  was  conveyed  to  Sir  John 
Cornwall^  Lord  of  Fanhqpe. 

It  thus  appears,  that  in  the  year  1432  a  part  of  the 
property  now  in  question  belonged  to  Sir  John  Com" 
wall,  and  that  the  remainder  was  vested  in  Londroppe, 
Fitz  Geffrey  and  Pijotu  From  the  circumstances  which 
afterwards  took  place,  it  is  at  least  probable  that  Zofi- 
droppe,  Fitz  Geffrey  and  Pijou  were  trustees  for  Sir  John 
Cornwall. 


About 
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About  the  same  time  the  fishmongers  obtained  a  new        18S9. 
charter,  which  was  dated  the  8th  of  February  1 1  Henry         f^C^"^ 
VI.,  viz.  8th  of  February  1433.     This  charter  contains     ATTOENst- 
a  license  to  hold  lands  in  mortmain  to  a  limited  amount,        '^^^^ 
and  it  is  remarkable  that  the  license  was  to  hold  the  land         The 
to  the  wardens  and  commonalty,  and  their  successors  for     Company* 
ever,  in  aid  of  the  maintenance  of  the  poor  men  and 
women  of  the  mystery  and  community  aforesaid  for  ever,  . 
— -(fn  auxilium  sustentationis  pauperum  hominum  et  mult" 
erum  misterice  et  communitatis  prcedictarum  in  perpetuum) ; 
being  the  same  words  which  are  employed  by  Preston 
in  his  will  in  relation  to  the  property  thereby  pur- 
ported  to  be  given  to  the  company. 

On  the  11th  of  November  1434  Sir  John  Cornwall 
conveyed  the  great  tenement  to  Londroppe,  Fitz  Geffrey 
and  Pijouy  the  three  survivors  of  the  four  persons  to 
whom  the  property  in  Graceckurck  Street  and  Lombard 
Street  had  been  conveyed  four  or  five  years  before; 
and  on  the  18th  of  November  1434  Londroppe,  Fitz 
Geffrey  and  Pijou  granted  to  Sir  John  Cornwall  an  an- 
nual rent  of  40  marks  (26/.  135.  4</.)  issuing  out  of 
both  properties :  an  additional  rent  of  5  marks  was  pay- 
able if  the  rent  of  40  marks  was  in  arrear  or  unpaid  for 
three  months,  and  there  was  a  power  to  enter  and  dis- 
train. 

On  the  same  18th  November  1434  Fitz  Geffrey  and 
Pijou  executed  a  deed,  whereby,  after  reciting  a  lease 
which  they  had  granted  for  40  years  to  the  releasees 
after  named,  at  the  rent  of  a  red  rose,  they  released  both 
properties,  together  with  other  property  which  had  for- 
merly belonged  to  Thomas  Wyl/brd,  to  John  Michel^ 
described  as  citizen  and  alderman,  to  Richard  Bokeland, 
Thomas  Dttfhousy  John  Whattoti^  Thomas  BlackehliaUj 
Henry  Preston^    Thomas   Botiller,   John   Tasburg^ 

Thomas 
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18S9.        I%amas  Uncoinj  Bichard  Banaster  and  Thomas  Badky^ 

^^^rC^"^     described  as  citizens  and  fishmongers,  and  to  Elizahetk^ 

Attosnet-    the  widow  of  Thomas  fVyl/brd. 
Gknekal 

V. 

The  On  the  next  following  day,  viz.  the  19th  of  Naoember 

Company,  l^^^f  these  twelve  persons,  in  whom  the  legal  estate, 
not  only  of  the  property  now  in  question,  but  also  of 
the  property  formerly  fVytforfTs,  was  vested,  granted  a 
rent  of  40/.  per  annum  to  Sir  John  CormoaU^  payable 
out  of  all  the  property  so  vested  in  them,  with  powers 
of  entry  and  distress ;  but  there  was  a  proviso  that  no 
levy  should  be  made  during  the  life  of  Elizabeth  W^ 
ford;  and  a  further  proviso,  that  if  Londroppe^  Fiiz 
Geffrey  and  Pijou  should  pay  to  Sir  John  Cornwall  the 
rent^harge  of  40  marks,  according  to  the  former  deed, 
the  annual  rent  of  40/.  and  the  payment  thereof  should 
not  be  in  any  manner  leviable,  but  should  be  suspended, 
and  should  only  be  required  when  the  rent  of  40  marks 
were  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  A  confirmation  of  this  deed 
was  executed  two  days  afterwards,  and  by  means  of  it  it 
would  seem  that  Sir  John  Cornwall  obtained  an  additional 
security  for  the  pajrment  of  the  rent-charge  of  40  marks 
granted  to  him  on  the  preceding  18th  oi  November. 

The  whole  property  being  now  vested  in  John  Michel 
and  the  eleven  other  persons  named  in  the  release  of  the 
18th  of  November^  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  rent  of 
40  marks  granted  by  the  deed  of  even  date,  and  to  the 
payment,  out  of  Heylesdon  property,  of  the  rent-charge 
of  20  marks  created  by  Heylesdon^  and  Sir  John  Com" 
xoall  having  obtained  an  additional  security  for  his  rent 
charge  of  40  marks,  it  appears  by  a  recital  in  a  sub- 
sequent deed,  and  also  by  a  recital  in  Preston's  will, 
that  on  the  22d  of  November  1434,  John  Michel  and 
the  eleven  other  persons  demised,  enfeofied  and  con- 
firmed the  great  tenement  to  HamweU,  Watkins  and 

Gift, 
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Gift 9  and  their  assigns,  for  the  whole  life  of  Sir  John  ,   18S9. 

Cortmally  Lord  oi  Fanhope;  and  on  the  following  15th  ^"^"^h^^ 

of  December  1434,  John  Michel  and  his  co-releasees  Attobnby* 

in  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  Naoemberj  except  PrestoUj  GsaitKAi. 

without  any  consideration   expressed,   released    their  The 

right  and  claim  to  the  estates  to  Henry  Preston^  his  ^q^^^^J^ 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

On  a  consideration  of  the  facts  stated,  and  having 
regard  to  the  state  of  the  law  at  the  time,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  property  in  question  was  acquired  by  the 
company  under  an  arrangement  between  them  and  Sir 
John  Comwally  Lord  of  Fanhope^  that  Hairy  Preston 
became  and  was  a  trustee  for  the  company,  and  that  the 
company  acquired  the  property  with  an  intention  to  hold 
it,  subject  to  the  charges,  under  the  licence  contained  in 
their  charter. 

On  the  1st  oi  April  1487  Sit  John  Cornwall^  Lord  of 
Fatihopcj  made  a  will,  whereby  he  devised  the  rent- 
charge^of  40  marks  to  the  prior  and  convent  preachers 
near  Lndgate^  for  superstitious  uses.  He  made  a  sub- 
sequent  will,  dated  the  lOth  of  December  1443,  which 
did  not  alter  that  disposition,  and  disposed  of  other 
property. 

The  -sum  of  400  marks  being  voluntarily  paid  by 
the  executors  of  Sir  John  Cornwall  to  the  company, 
in  recompense  of  the  costs  and  charges  they  had  in- 
curred and  in  order  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
will  of  Sir  John  Cornwall  with  respect  to  his  intended 
application  of  the  rent-charge  of  40  marks,  it  seems  ne- 
cessarily to  follow,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  executors 
the  performance  of  the  will  would  have  failed  without 
this  assistance,  and  consequently,  that  the  property  was 
not  considered  sufficient    But  we  may  presume  that  the 

Vol.  IL  12  r  company. 
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1839.   .    company,  having  received  the  assbtance,  undertook  to 

^^j^^     P^y  the  rent-charges,  and  continued  to  pay  them  for  the 

Attorney-    intended  purposes  till  the  time  of  the  Reformation,  for  we 

**^^       find  the  yearly  sum  of  261.  ISs.  4rf.  issuing  out  of  the 

iThe         whole  of  this  property,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  ISt  6s.  Sd, 

Compaay.     issuing  out  of  the  part  situate  in  Lombard  Street  and 

Gracechwxh  Street  comprised  in  the  letters  patent  or 

grant  made  for  valuable  consideration  by  King  Ei- 

loard  VI.  to  the  company  in  the  fourth  year  of  his  reign. 

In  the  mean  time  the  property  was  treated  as  absolutely 

belonging  to  the  company. 

On  this  case  the  relator  contends,  first,  that  this 
was  the  property^of  Preston^  and  is  subject  to  the  trusts 
of  his  will  under  which  the  Defendants  claim  title;  but 
probably  foreseeing  that  under  the  circumstances  it 
might  appear  that  Preston  was  not  entitled  beneficially, 
or  otherwise  than  as  trustee  for  the  company,  he 
fiirther  contends,  that  supposing  Preston  to  have  been 
only  a  trustee  and  to  have  made  his  will  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  company,  still  the  will  expr^ses  the 
terms  on  which  the  company  took  and  professed  to  hold 
the  property;  and  those  terms  describe  a  trust  from 
which  the  company  cannot  be  relieved.  To  this  it  is 
answered  for  the  Defendants,  first,  that  the  terms  of 
Preston*s  will  exactly  correspond  with  the  terms  of  the 
charter,  and  cannot  shew  a  charitable  trust  any  more 
than  the  charter  shews  that  any  other  property  held 
under  the  same  licence  is  held  on  a  charitable  trust  to  be 
executed  in  this  Court;  that  property  given  by  will, 
even  if  given  by  a  stranger,  (which  they  insist,  and  I 
think  with  reason,  Preston  was  not,)  for  the  very  same 
purposes  for  which  they  were  licensed  to  hold  land  in 
mortmain,  could  be  held  only  on  the  same  trusts  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  all  other  lands  held  under  the  same 
licence ;  and  it  being,  as  alleged^  clear  that  this  Court 

has 
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lias  no  jurisdiction  over  other  lands  held  under  that  18S9. 

licence,  it  is  argued  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  ^^xh^^ 

over  these  lands.     It  is  contended  further,  that  even  if  Atto&ney- 

these  lands  or  the  surplus  rents   after  satisfying  the  «nb»al 

charges  were  subject  to  a  charitable  use  which  might  The 

FiSHMONGSRS 

.  be  executed  in  this  Court,  yet  they  were  charged  with  CompaDj. 
annual  sums,  exceeding  the  annual  value  of  the  property, 
for  superstitious  uses;  that  those  annual  sums  became  the 
property  of  the  Crown,  and  were  by  the  Crown  granted 
to  the  company;  and  that  afterwards,  by  the  act  of 
4  (7. 1.  c.  10.,  the  lands  out  of  which  the  rents  were  issu- 
ing were  secured  to  the  company,  and  that  thereby  the 
property  became  theirs,  and  I  am  of  that  opinion. 

We  are  now  at  the  distance  of  400  years  from  the 
time  when  the  transaction  took  place,  and  it  is  very 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  satisfactorily  to  explain  every 
particular  of  the  whole  transaction;  but  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  after  so  long  an  uninterrupted  usage  any  thing 
which  seems  ambiguous  ought  to  be  presumed  in  favour 
of  the  company's  title.  I  think  that  Preston  was  only  a 
trustee  for  the  company;  and  although  the  words  of  the 
charter  and  of  PrestorCs  will  which,  in  my  view,  must  be 
taken  as  made  with  the  concurrence  of  the  company, 
import  a  trust  such  as  might  be  executed  by  this  Court, 
yet  the  trust  could  only  attack  upon  the  surplus  which 
remained  after  satisfying  the  specific  charges:  and  in 
this  case,  with  such  reason  to  think  that  at  the  time 
when  the  transaction  took  place  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty did  not  equal  the  charge,  without  any  evidence 
that  the  value  had  increased  before  the  grant  of  King 
Edward  VI.,  and  with  an  uninterrupted  use  of  the 
property,  as  belonging  to  the  company,  for  a  peridd  of 
nearly  400  years,  it  appears  to  me,  that  I  ought  to  pre- 
sume that  the  charges  to  which  the  Crown  became  en- 
titled)  and  which  were  granted  to  the  company,  were 

Rr  2  equal 
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18S9.  equal  to,  if  they  did  not  exceed,  the  whole  value  of  the 

^^^pC^  land  ;  and  under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion, 

Attobnky-  that  by  the  grant  and  the  subsequent  statute  of  Jam^  I. 

ENca^L  ^j^g  estate  became  the  property  of  the  company,  and 

The  therefore  that  this  information  must  be  dismissed  with 

FfSRMOKGBBS* 

Company.  costs. 


Affirmed  by  the  L.  C,  ISth  January^  1841. 


ADDENDA  £T  CORRIGENDA. 

Page    85.   Ward  ▼.  Ptdnier  affirmsd  7th  November  1840. 

]d3.  PrUchardr,  Foulkes  Mrmed  7th  November  1840. 

151.   The  Attorney' General  ▼.  The  Fishmongers*  Company  miBnncd 

13th  January  1841. 
1G3.  last  line,  for  <'  ever  **  read  "  eren.*' 
164.  first  line,  for  «ever**  read  «eTen.'* 
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ABANDONMENT  OF  CON- 
TRACT, 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  6. 


ABATEMENT, 
See  Revivor,  Bill  of. 

ABSTRACT. 
See  Conditions  of  Sale. 


ACCEPTANCE  OF  TITLE. 
See  Conditions  of  Sale. 

ACCOUNT. 

See  Admission  of  Assets. 
Corporation. 
Laches. 
Pleading,  2. 

Production  of  Documents,  4. 
Settled  Account. 
Trustee. 


ACCUMULATION. 

See  Bequest,  ?• 

Maintenance  and  Advance- 
ment. 
Thellusson  Act. 


ACQUIESCENCE. 

Where  in  a  proceeding  before  the 
Master  the  Defendant,  bj  acqui* 
escence  or  omission  to  object^ 
permits  the  other  party  and  the 
Master  to  proceed  as  if  he  did  ac- 
quiesce, he  comes  too  late  if  he 
does  not  come  at  the  first  oppor* 
tunity  to  complain  of  the  irregu- 
larity. 

On  a  reference  to  the  Master  of 
exceptions  for  impertinence,  he 
enlarged  the  time  for  making  his 
report  three  times,  and  on  the  19th 
of  February  reported  the  answer 
insufficient ;  on  the  4th  of  March 
the  Defendant  gave  notice  of  mo- 
tion to  take  the  certificates  off  the 
Rr  S  file. 
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file,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity 
and  of  the  Master's  having  power 
to  enlarge  the  time  only  once :  the 
Court  held  that,  even  assuming  the 
Master's  power  to  have  been  so 
limited,  the  Defendant  came  too 
late,  he  not  having  previously 
taken  the  objection.  Davis  v. 
Franklin.  Page  S69 

ADMINISTRATION. 

In  an  administration  suit,  the  Court 
authorised  the  legal  personal  re- 
presentative to  carry  on  news- 
papers which  formed  part  of  the 
assets,  and  a  stationer  for  that  pur- 
pose furnished  paper  on  credit: 
Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  in  court 
forming'  part  of  the  testator's  es- 
tate, though  such  estate  was  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  testator's 
debts.      Tinkler   v.    Hindmarsh. 

348 
See  Receiver,  2. 

ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 

Executors  paid  some  interest  on  a 
legacy,  and  about  nine  years  afler 
the  testator's  death,  passed  their 
accounts  at  the  legacy  duty  office, 
shewing  a  considerable  residue : 

"  Held,  that  the  legatee  was  entitled 
to  an  immediate  decree  for  pay- 

'  tnent  of  the  legacy,  without  first 

'  taking  the  accounts  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate.     Whittle  v.  Henning. 

396 

ADVANCEMENT. 

Monies  were  invested  in  the  funds, 
by  a  father,  in  the  name  of  his  son, 


the  dividends  of  which  were  re- 
ceived by  the  father  during  his 
life,  under  a  power  of  attorney 
from  the  son:  Held,  after  his 
death,  that  this  was  an  advance- 
ment, and  that  the  funds  belonged 
to  the  son.   Sidmouth  v.  Sidmoutk. 

See   Maintenance    and    Ad- 
vancement. 
Trust,  2L 

AFFIDAVIT. 

1.  EflPect  of  affidavits  as  to  facts  on 
belief  only  is  to  put  the  opposite 
party  to  answer  them.  Btuk  ▼. 
Beethanu  537 

2.  Affidavits  in  the  Master's  office 
ought  to  be  regularly  filed,  like 
other  affidavits.    Stubds  v.  Sargon. 

496 
See  Production  of  Documents,  1. 

AGENT. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  When  parties  whose  rights  are 
questionable  have  equal  know- 
ledge of  facts  and  equal  means  of 
ascertaining  what  their  rights  really 
are,  and  they  fairly  endeavour  to 
settle  their  respective  claimsamong 
themselves,  every  court  feels  dis- 
posed to  support  the  conclusioDS 
or  agreements  to  which  they  may 
fairly  come  at  the  time,  and  that, 
notwithstanding  the  subsequent 
discovery  of  common  error.  Pick- 
ering V.  Pickering*  31 

2.  A  hus- 
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2.  A  husband  went  abroad,  leaving 
his  wife  and  child  unprovided  /or, 
whereupon  the  father  of  the  hus- 
band and  the  father  of  the  wife 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  al- 
low the  wife  30/.  each,  <<  so  long 
as  she  should  continue  separate 
and  apart  from"  her  husband: 
Held,  that  the  allowance  termi- 
nated by  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band.   Miller  y.  JVoodtvard. 

Page  271 
See  Partition. 

Specific  Performance. 

AMENDMENT. 
See  General  Ordersi  1. 

ANNUITY. 

See  Condition. 

Cumulative  Legacy. 
Thellusson  Act. 

ANSWER. 

A  joint  and  several  answer  filed  for 
two  persons,  by  a  solicitor  having 
authority  from  one  only,  will  not 
be  ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file 
on  the  application  of  one  party  in 
the  absence  of  the  other.  Wig- 
gins V.  Peppin.  403 

See  Exceptions. 
Injunction,  3. 
Production  of  Documents,  2. 

APPEARANCE. 

The  Defendant  having  made  default 
in  entering  his  appearance,  and 
the  service  of  the  subpoena  and 
order  having  been  properly  au- 


thenticated, the  Court,  under  the 
4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  82.,  ordered  an  ap- 
pearance to  be  entered  by  the  six 
clerk.     Dodd  v.  Webber* 

Page  502 
See  Costs,  1. 

APPOINTMENT. 

See  Power,  Execution  of* 
Trust,  1. 

ARBITRATION. 

Several  actions  and  suits  being  pend- 
ing between  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant, one  of  such  actions  came 
on  for  trial  in  the  Queen's  Bench, 
when,  by  consent,  all  matters  in 
difference,  including  the  suits  at 
law  and  in  equity  then  depending 
between  the  parties,  were  re- 
ferred to  arbitration.  The  Plain- 
tiff  in  equity  afterwards  served  a 
subpoena  to  hear  judgment  and 
set  down  the  causes.  The  Court, 
on  motion,  set  aside  the  subpoena 
with  costs,  and  struck  out  the 
causes  from  the  list.  Ambler  v. 
Tebbutt.  442 

ASSIGNEE. 

See  Insolvent,  1. 

Official  Assignee. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Assignment  of  all  and  every  the 
household  goods,  &c.,  the  particu- 
lars whereof  were  stated  to  be 
more  fully  set  forth  in  an  inven- 
tory signed  by  the  grantor,  and 
annexed  thereto.  There  was  no 
Rr  ^  such 
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such  inventory:  Held,  neverthe- 
less, that  the  assignment  was  efFec- 
tual ;  it  appearing  from  the  answer 
of  the  party  resisting  its  validity, 
that  the  particulars  could  be  as- 
certainedtf      England  v.  Downs. 

Page  522 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

In  an  information  by  the  Attorney- 
General  at  the  instance  of  a  re- 
lator the  Attorney-General  ought 
not  to  appear  otherwise  than  in 
support  of  the  information. 

As  to  the  position  of  the  At- 
torney-General in  informations  at 
the  instance  of  a  relator,  and  the 
practice  in  such  cases.  Attorney' 
General  v.  The  Ironmongers*  Com- 


pany.^ 


SIS 


AUCTION. 

See  Turnpike  Act. 


BANKRUPT. 

Injunction  granted  to  restrain  a 
party  from  taking  proceedings 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8., 
by  means  whereof  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy might  be  deemed  to  have 
been  committed  by^  or  a  Jlat  of 
bankruptcy  issue  against  the 
Plaintiff. 

Partners  being  indebted  to  their 
bankers,  it  was  agreed  between 

■  them  that  one  should  retire,  that 
the  assets  should  be  transferred  to 
the  continuing  partners  who  were 
to  take  upon  themselves  the  part- 


nership liabilities,  and  that  the 
bankers  should  release  the  retir- 
ing partner  from  his  liability.  The 
bankers  signed  a  memorandum 
acceding  to  the  agreement,  and 
having  afterwards  attempted,  by 
means  of  the  debt,  to  make  the 
retiring  partner  a  bankrupt,  they 
were  restrained  from  so  doing  by 
an  injunction.     Attwood  v.  Banks. 

Page  192 

See  Official  Assignee. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 
Separate  Estate* 
Separate  Use. 


BEQUEST. 

1.  Bequest  to  trustees  to  be  divided 
between  the  testator's  wife  and 
six  poor^  members  of  a  chapel, 
share  and  share  alike  :  Held,  that 
the  wife  was  entitled  to  one 
seventh  absolutely,  and  that  the 
other  six  sevenths  formed  a  per- 
manent charitable  fund,  the  inte- 
rest alone  of  which  was  from  time 
to  time  payable  to  the  poor.  Gre- 
gory  V.  2'he  Attorney' General.  S66 

2.  Bequest  of  a  pecuniary  legacy  to 
A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B. 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
children  of  A.  living  at  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  A.  and  B.y  to  be 
paid  at  tw<enty-one,  with  benefit 
of  survivorship  in  case  of  the  death 
of  any  such  children  under  twenty- 
one,  with  a  gift  over  to  X.  if  all 
such  children  died  under  twenty* 

one. 
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one.  A.  had  two  children  only, 
who  attained  twenty-one  and  died 
in  A.'s  lifetimei  leaving  children : 
Held,  that  the  gift  over  to  X,  took 
effect.  Wilson  v.  Mount.  Page  S97 
8.  A  testator  gave  some  pecuniary 
legacies  to  infants,  to  be  paid  to 
them  on  their  attaining  twenty- 
one  ;  and  by  a  codicil  he  directed, 
that  as  far  as  it  might  be  practi- 
cable, all  his  legacies  should  be 
paid  within  six  months  after  his 
decease :  Held,  that  the  direction 
in  the  codicil  did  not  accelerate 
the  time  of  payment  to  the  infant 
legatees.     Frost  v.  CapeL        1S4 

4.  Bequest  in  trust  for  all  the  chil- 
dren of  the  testator's  late  uncle 
(/.  jB.  deceased,  to  be  divided 
equally  amongst  them  and  the 
issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be 
deceased,  share  and  share  alike, 
such  issue  to  be  entitled  to  the 
share  of  his  deceased  parents 
equally  amongst  them :  Held,  that 
a  grandchild  of  </.  J?.,  whose 
parent  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  was  entitled  to  take.  Bebb 
V.  Beckwith.  308 

5.  A  testator  by  his  will  gave  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  his  wife. 
By  a  codicil,  '*  instead  of  giving 
the  whole  of  his  property,  after 
the  legacies  were  paid,  to  his 
wife,"  he  bequeathed  10,000/.,  the 
interest  of  which  to  be  paid  her 
for  life,  <<and  then  to  go  to  his 
daughter,  and  his  house  and  fur- 
niture, plate,  wines,  &c.  at  K.  R., 
in  short,  the  whole  of  his  property 
at  his  decease,  except  carriage 
and  horses  and  his  gold  repeater ; 


and  it  was  his  further  wish  that 
she  might  continue  in  either  house, 
but  not  to  change,  and  having  the 
use  of  the  same  during  her  life, 
wines,  spirits,  i&c. included:  Held, 
that  the  gift  by  the  codicil  be- 
yond the  10,000/.  was  void  for 
uncertainty.  Baker  v.  Newton* 
Newton  v.  Richards.        Page  112 

6.  A  testator  bequeathed  a  moiety 
of  personal  estate  to  his  daughter 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her 
children,  with  remainder  to  the 
children  of  such  children  as  should 
die  in  the  life  of  the  daughter ;  he 
gave  the  other  moiety  to  his  son 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
children ;  but  if  his  son  died  with- 
out issue  him  surviving,  he  gave 
the  last-mentioned  moiety  to  the 
children  of  the  daughter,  "  in  such 
shares  and  proportions  and  in  such 
manner  as  was  thereinbefore  di- 
rected and  appointed  for  the  pay- 
ment and  division  of  their  shares 
in  the  other  moiety ;"  the  son  died 
without  issue:  Held,  that  the 
daughter  took  a  life  interest  in 
the  second  moiety  by  implication. 
Davies  v.  Hopkins^  276 

7.  A  gift  in  terms  importing  a  pre- 
sent vested  interest  with  a  post- 
poned time  of  payment  is  not 
made  contingent  by  a  direction  to 
accumulate  till  the  time  of  pay- 
ment arrives.     Blease  v.  Burgh, 

226 

8.  A  testatrix  bequeathed  several 
legacies,  and,  amongst  others,  one 
to  a  servant,  '*  if  he  should  be  re- 
siding with  her  at  the  time  of  her 
decease,  but  not  otherwise;"  and 

she 
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she  directed  the  said  legacies  to 
be  paid  <<  tvithin  six  months  afler 
her  decease/'  and  declared  that 
the  legacies  should  not  be  vested 
until  payable.  The  legatee  died 
before  the  expiration  of  six  months : 
Held,  that  the  representatives  of 
the  legatee  were  entitled  to  the 
legacy.  Lucas  v.  Carline.  Page  S67 

9.  Bequest  of  600/.  to  be  applied 
towards  payment  of  the  debt  to 
which  Z.  Chapel  was  or  might  be 
subject  at  the  testator's  decease. 
The  chapel  was  vested  in  trustees 
for  a  particular  class  of  dissenters. 
The  general  body  of  that  class 
had  incurred  a  debt  for  building 
chapels,  and  600/.  were  laid  on 
Z*  Chapelf  which  it  was  expected 
would  be  raised  by  voluntary  sub- 
scription of  the  members,  but 
there  was  no  legal  liability :  Held, 
that  the  legacy  failed.  Davies  v. 
Hopkins.  276 

10.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary  es- 
tate to  his  wife  for  life,  and  to  be 
divided  amongst  and  paid  to  his 
children  on  the  whole  of  them 
attaining  twenty-one,  and  not  be- 
fore ;  but  the  payment  to  be  post- 
poned till  the  death  of  their  mo- 
ther; and  he  directed  maintenance 
to  be  allowed  them  in  the  event 
of  the  wife's  death  while  the  chil- 
dren were  under  twenty-one;  there 
was  a  gift  over  to  the  children  of 
any  child  who  should  die  before 
receiving  his  share,  and  the  testa- 
tor provided  that  in  case  any  of  his 
children  should  die  without  leaving 
issue,  his  share  should  go  over  to 
the  survivors.    A  child  attained 


twenty-one  after  the  widow's  de- 
cease, but  died  without  issue  be- 
fore  receiving  her  share :  Held, 
that  her  representatives,  and  not 
the  surviving  children,  were  en- 
titled to  her  share.  Whiting  v. 
Force.  Page  571 

See  Charity,  6,  7. 

Cumulative  Legacy,  passim. 

Devise. 

Estate  for  Life. 

Mortmain. 

Perishable  Property,  1, 2.3. 

Remoteness,  passim. 

Specific  Legacy,  jMz^ftm. 

Superstitious  Uses. 

Trust,  1. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  International  Law. 

BOND. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1.  Two  executors  were  directed,  af- 
ter making  some  annual  payments, 
to  invest  and  accumulate  the  sur- 
plus. One  of  the  executors  re- 
ceived the  dividends  of  stock  for 
several  years,  and  misapplied  them ; 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  other 
executor  had  any  knowledge 
thereof:  Held,  that  the  latter  was 
not  answerable  for  the  breach  of 
trust. 

Two  executors  sold  out  stock, 
and  the  produce  was  recdved  by 
one :  Held,  that  the  other  was  re- 
sponsible for  its  misapplicatioD, 
but  was    entitled  to  an  enquiry, 

whether 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS, 


611 


whether  any  part  had  been  ap- 
plied in  discharge  of  claims  against 
the  testator.     fVilUams  v.  Nixon. 

Page  472 
2.  An  obligor  of  a  bond,  after  no- 
tice that  it  had  been  assigned  on 
trusts^  of  the  particulars  of  which 
there  was  no  proof  of  his  being 
cognisant,  made  payments  to  par- 
ties not  entitled  thereto,  some  by 
order  of  the  trustee,  and  some  to 
the  executrix  of  the  obligee,  with- 
out such  order:  Held,  that  the 
obligor  was  not  responsible  to  the 
cestui  que  trust  for  the  former,  but 
was  liable  to  repay  the  latter. 
Roberts  v.  Lloyd.  376 

See  Charity,  2,  3. 
Costs,  4. 

Municipal  Corporations. 
Pleading,  2. 
Trustee,  2. 


CANAL  SHARES. 
See  Specific  Legacy. 

CANONRY. 

A  canon  of  Windsor  granted  the 
canonry  and  the  profits,  &c.  to  the 
Plaintiffs  to  secure  a  sum  of  money. 
So  far  as  it  appeared  on  an  inter- 
locutory application,  the  estates 
were  rested  in  the  corporation, 
and  the  canon  was  entitled  to  an 
aliquot  share  of  the  profits.  There 
was  no  cure  of  souls,  and  the  only 
duties  were  residence  within  the 
castle,  and  attendance  in  the  cha- 
pel twenty-one  days  a  year;  Held, 


upon  this  state  of  circumstances, 
that  the  security  was  valid,  and  a 
receiver  of  the  profits  was  ap- 
pointed. 

Principles  of  public  policy,  on 
which  pay,  pensions,  &c.  are  held 
unalienable.  Grenfell  v.  The 
Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsor. 

Page  544 

CHARGE    ON    SEPARATE 
ESTATE. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  L 
Separate  Use. 

CHARITY. 

1.  In  every  case  where  the  general 
purpose  of  a  gifl  or  conveyance  is 
declared  to  be  charity,  and  the 
particular  payments  do  not  ex- 
haust the  whole  fund,  any  surplus 
will  belong  to  the  charity,  unless 
there  are  .  other  circumstances 
from  which  a  contrary  intention  of 
the  testator  can  be  collected.  At^ 
tornei/' General  v.  The  Drapers* 
Company.  508 

2.  Absolute  alienation  and  a  rever- 
sionary lease  of  charity  property 
set  aside  as  improvident.  Attor- 
ney 'General  v.  Kerr.  420 

3.  A  fund  was  raised  by  voluntary 
subscription  by  the  inhabitants  of 
Leiaes  and  its  neighbourhood,  and 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  pre- 
mises for  making  a  pest-house, 
and  the  trusts  were  declared  ac- 
cordingly. In  1808  the  trustees, 
under  a  resolution  of  the  inhabit- 
ants at  a  general  meeting,  sold  the 
premises,  and  lent  the  produce  to 

the 
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the  commissioners  of  lightiog  and 
paving  on  the  security  of  the 
rates.  Neither  the  principal  nor 
interest  having  ever  been  repaid  : 
Held,  upon  an  information  by  the 
Attorney-General,  that  this  was 
a  charitable  foundation;  that  a 
breach  of  trust  had  been  com- 
mitted ;  and  that  the  money 
ought  now  to  be  repaid  by  the 
commissioners  out  of  the  rates, 
though  by  the  act  empowering 
the  commissioners  to  raise  money 
on  the  rates  one  twentieth  of  the 
principal  was  to  be  paid  off  an- 
nually. The  Attorney-General  v. 
Kell.  Page  573 

4.  A  testator  in  whom  real  estates 
were  vested,  subject  to  certain 
rent  charges,  devised  them  to  the 
Fishmongers'  Company,  "  in  aid 
of  the  maintenance  of  the  poor 
men  and  women  of  the  mystery 
and  community  aforesaid  forever;" 
being  precisely  the  same  terms  as 
those  under  which,  by  their  char- 
ter, the  company  were  licensed  to 
hold  land  in  mortmain  :  Held,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  that  the 
testator  was  a  mere  trustee  for  the 
company;  and  an  information  be- 
ing filed  against  the  company,  to 
carry  into  execution  the  chari- 
table trusts  mentioned  in  the  tes- 
tator's will,  was  dismissed  with 
costs.  Attorney-General  v.  The 
Fishmongers  Company.  588 

A  chartered  company  became 
entitled  by  a  devise  to  them,  in  the 
terms  of  their  charter,  contained  in 
the  will  of  one  of  their  body,  to 
property,  subject  to  rent  charges 


which  were  devoted  to  supersti- 
tious  uses  principally  under  the 
will  of  Sir  J.  C.  In  1437  Sir  J. 
C.'s  executors  of  their  good  grace, 
zeal  and  love  which  they  had  unto 
the  soul  of  Sir  «/.  C,  and  to  the 
intent  that  his  will  might  be  better 
observed,  paid  to  the  company 
400  marks  in  recompence  of  the 
great  charge  and  cost  the  com- 
pany had  borne  in  reparations  of 
the  land  out  of  which  the  rent 
charge  was  issuing,  so  that  the 
will  of  Sir «/.  C.  might  be  observed 
and  kept  in  time  coming.  In  1547 
the  statute  against  superstitious 
uses  passed,  and  three  years  afler 
the  company  purchased  the  rent 
charges  of  the  crown,  which  were 
conveyed  by  letters  patent;  sub- 
sequently, in  the  4th  Jac.  1.,  an  act 
of  parliament  passed,  whereby,  to 
remove  doubts  and  questions,  it 
was  enacted  that  all  messuages, 
rents,  &c.  as  had  been  thereto- 
fore devised  to  the  company  and 
which  were  mentioned  in  the  let- 
ters patent  might  be  thereafter 
held  by  the  company  against  the 
king,  saving  the  rights  of  persons 
other  than  the  king.  The  com- 
pany had  ever  since  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  property,  and  had 
dealt  with  it  as  their  general  pro- 
perty, but  had  applied  part  of  the 
rents  in  charity.  In  an  informa- 
tion filed  in  1832,  insisting  that  the 
property  was  devoted  to  charity 
under  the  devise:  Held,  that  at  this 
distance  of  time  any  thing  which 
seemed  ambiguous  ought  to  be 
presumed  in  favour  of  the  com- 
pany; 
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pany;  that  the  testator  was  a 
mere  trustee  for  the  company ; 
that  it  ought  to  he  presumed  that 
charges  to  which  the  crown  be- 
came entitled,  and  which  were 
granted  to  the  company,  were 
equal  to,  if  they  did  not  exceed, 
the  whole  value  of  the  land ;  and 
that  under  the  grant  and  statute 
the  estates  themselves  became  the 
property  of  the  company.  The 
Attorney  ^General  v.  The  Fish- 
mongers*  Company.  Page  588 

5*  This  Court  has  authority  to  ex- 
ercise a  discretion  in  charity 
cases ;  and  where  it  appears  that 
the  prosecution  of  accounts  and 
inquiries  would  not  be  beneficial 
but  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of 
the  charity,  the  Court  will  refuse 
thcni.  The  Court  also  discou- 
rages long  and  expensive  litigation 
in  charity  cases  for  matters  of 
small  value.  The  Attorney-Ge- 
neral v.  Shearman.  104* 

6.  A  testator  bequeathed  1000/.  to 
"the  Jews*  poor,  Mile  End;'* 
there  were  two  charitable  institu- 
tions for  poor  Jews  at  Mile  End, 
and  it  not  appearing  which  of  the 
charities  was  meant.  Held,  that 
the  fund  ought  to  be  applied  cy- 
pres;  and  the  Court  divided  the 
bequest  between  these  two  chari- 
table institutions.  Bennet  v.  Hay- 
ter.  81 

7*  Bequest  of  residue  to  a  company, 
to  apply  the  interest  of  a  moiety 
''  unto  the  redemption  of  British 
slaves  in  Turkey  or  Barhary,'*  one 
fourth  to  charity  schools  in  Lon- 
don  and  its  suburbs^  and  in  con- 


sideration of  the  care  and  pains  of 
the  company,  the  remaining  one 
fourth  towards  necessitated  de- 
cayed freemen  of  the  company. 
There  were  no  such  British  slaves 
to  redeem ;  and  a  reference  was 
made  to  the  Master  to  approve  of 
a  scheme  for  the  application  of 
the  fund  thus  unapplied,  having 
regard  to  all  the  charitable  be- 
quests in  the  will :  Held,  that  the 
application  of  the  fund  to  the 
education  of  the  British  emanci- 
pated apprenticed  negroes  was  not 
a  cy'pres  application ;  secondly, 
that  the  gift  to  the  freemen  of  the 
company  was  a  charitable  bequest ; 
and  thirdly,  there  being  no  direct 
objects  to  which  the  income  could 
be  applied,  regard  being  had  to 
the  bequest  touching  British  cap- 
tives, that  the  application  of  the 
fund  to  the  second  and  third  pur- 
poses was  as  near  as  could  be  to 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  having 
regard  to  all  the  charitable  be- 
quests in  the  will. 

Principles  on  which  the  Court 
proceeds  in  the  application  of  a 
charity  fund  cy^pres.  Attorney* 
Getteral  v.  The  Ironmongers'  Com" 
pany.  Page  313 

See  Attorney-Gsnkral. 

Bequest,  L 

Grammar  School. 

Lasting  Improvements. 

Merger. 

Mortmain. 

Superstitious  Uses. 


CHARTER. 
See  Corporation. 


CLERK 
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CLERK  IN  COURT. 

A  clerk  in  court,  who  acted  both  for 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  ap- 
plied to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  for 
the  names  of  commissioners  to 
take  the  Defendants'  answer : 
Held,  that  this  must  be  consi- 
dered as  a  step  taken  by  him  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendants,  although 
it  was  sworn  that  no  instructions 
had  been  given  by  the  Defendants 
to  the  clerk  in  court  for  preparing 
a  commission,  and  that  such  ap- 
plication, if  any,  had  been  made 
by  him  in  the  character  of  clerk 
in  court  of  the  Plaintiffs.  Beavan 
¥•  Waterhouse.  Page  58 

CO-DEFENDANTS. 

A  suit  was  instituted,  by  a  party 
entitled  in  remainder,  against  a 
trustee,  to  make  him  responsible 
for  a  trust  fund  invested  on  an 
improper  security,  and  a  decree 
was  made  for  its  restitution  :  Held, 
that  in  this  suit  the  tenant  for  life, 
who  was  a  Defendant,  was  not  en- 
titled against  his  co-Defendant, 
the  trustee,  to  an  account  of  the 
interest  which  had  accrued  pend- 
ing the  suit,  there  being  no  such 
case  made  by  the  pleadings.  Good' 
xoin  V.  Clevoley,  30 

COMMITMENT. 
See  Contempt. 

COMPANY. 
See  Corporation. 


COMPENSATION. 
See  Lasting  Improvements. 

COMPOSITION  DEED. 
iS^tf  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

COMPROMISE. 
See  Agreement,  I. 

CONDITION. 

A  testator  gave  one  estate  to  James, 
upon  trust  to  pay  to  testators 
wife  18^  a  year  for  life,  and  after 
her  decease  he  gave  the  estate  to 
Thomas.  The  testator  also  gave 
a  second  estate  to  Jamesy  upon 
trust  to  pay  testator's  wife  28L  a 
year  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
he  gave  this  estate  absolutely  to 
James;  and  he  declared,  that  if 
James  should  neglect  or  refuse  to 
pay  the  annuities  from  either  of 
the  said  estates  when  they  be- 
came due,  that  his  wife  should 
have  power  of  selling  the  estates 
and  to  appropriate  the  money  to 
her  own  use.  The  rents  being 
insufficient  to  pay  the  annuities: 
Held,  that  the  widow  had  a  right 
to  sell  unless  James  paid  the  full 
amount  of  the  annuities,  but  that 
he  was  not  personally  bound  to 
pay  them.     Button  v.  Button. 

Page  256 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 

A  sale  was  made  by  a  mortgagee 
under  a  power,  subject  to  certain 
special  conditions  (stated  in  the 

text): 
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text):  Heldy  that  they  were  not 
of  such  a  depreciating  character 
as  to  invalidate  the  sale. 

All  objections  to  a  title  were  to 
be  taken  within  twenty-one  days 
from  the  delivery  of  the  abstract, 
or  be  deemed  waived,  and  time 
was,  in  that  respect,  to  be  con- 
sidered the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract :  Held,  that  the  twenty-one 
days  did  not  begin  to  run  until  a 
perfect  abstract  had  been  deli- 
vered.   Hobson  v.  Bell.  Page  17 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Bequest,  passim. 

Cumulative  Legacy. 

Deed,  Constbuction  of. 

Devise, 

Dying  without  Issue. 

Estate  for  Life. 

General  Orders,  1,  2. 

Lawful  Issue. 

Maintenance  and  Ad- 
vancement. 

Mortmain. 

Municipal  Corporations. 

Perishable  Property,  1, 2. 
4. 

Remoteness,  1,  2. 

Separate  Estate. 

Specific  Legacy,  !>  2. 

Statutes. 

Trust. 

Trustee. 

CONTRACT. 

See  Agreement. 

Conditions  of  Sale. 
Interest,  1. 
International  Law. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser^  6. 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  Pending  proceedings  in  this  Court, 
attacks  on  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
witnesses  were  published,  repre- 
senting those  proceedings  as  vex- 
atious, and  that  the  witnesses  had 
in  their  evidence  been  guilty  of 
perjury:  Held,  that  this,  being 
calculated  to  disturb  the  free 
course  of  justice,  was  a  contempt 
of  Court.      Littler  v.   Thomson. 

Page  129 

2.  An  order  was  made  on  a  person, 
not  a  party  to  the  cause,  for  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  money  within 
three  weeks  from  the  date  of  the 
order^  but  it  was  not  served  until 
after  the  expiration  of  that  time : 
Held,  irregular,  and  the  subse- 
quent proceedings  to  a  commit- 
ment were  set  aside. 

Mode  of  enforcing  payment  of 
a  sum  of  money  under  an  order 
of  thej  Court  against  one  not  a 
party  to  the  cause.  Dt^ffleldy^ 
Elwes.  268 

See  Plea. 

Writ  of  Execution. 

CONVERSION. 

See  Mortmain. 

Perishable  Property,  1, 2. 3. 
Pleading,  2. 

COPYRIGHT. 

A  work  consisting  partly  of  compi- 
lations and  selections  from  former 
works  and  partly  of  original  com- 
positions may  be  the  subject  of 

copyright 

The 
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The  Defendant  having  pub- 
lished a  book  consisting  of  matter 
pirated  from  the  Plaintiffs'  work, 
intermixed  with  original  matter, 
the  Court,  without  waiting  till  the 
whole  of  the  pirated  parts  could 
be  ascertained,  enjoined  the  De- 
fendant from  publishing  his  book 
containing  any  articles  pirated 
from  the  Plaintiffs*  work.  Lewis 
V.  FuUarton.  Page  6 

CORPORATION. 

Four  projectors  of  a  public  company 
obtained  a  charter,  by  which  they 
and  all  persons  who  might  be- 
come subscribers  were  incorpo- 
rated. The  capital  was  declared 
to  be  20,000/.,  which  was  to  be 
divided  into  400  shares.  Before 
any  other  subscribers  had  joined, 
the  four  projectors,  of  common 
assent,  divided  the  400  shares 
amongst  themselves,  accounting 
to  the  corporation  (as  was  alleged) 
for  12,000/.  and  not  20,000/.  They 
afterwards  disposed  of  the  shares. 
A  bill  being  subsequently  filed  by 
the  corporation  against  the  pro- 
jectors, impeaching  the  trans- 
action, and  to  compel  them  to 
pay  the  full  consideration :  Held, 
that  though  at  the  time  they  were 
the  only  persons  interested  in  the 
company,  yet  it  was  not  compe- 
tent for  them  to  take  the  shares 
without  paying  the  full  consider- 
ation. 

On  a  bill  by  an  incorporated 
company  against  the  four  pro- 
jectors of  it,  to  compel  them  to 
account  to  the  company  for  the 


value  of  shares  which  they  had 
appropriated  to  themselves,  with- 
out, 4IS  was  alleged,  having  paid 
the  full  consideration :  Held,  that 
the  individual  shareholders  need 
not  be  made  parties. 

Distinction  between  a  corpora- 
tion and  the  aggregate  of  the 
members  forming  such  corpora- 
tion. The  Society  of  Practical 
Knowledge  v.  Abbott.      Page  559 

COSTS. 

1.  Where  a  party  is  served  with  a 
petition  or  notice  of  motion,  he  is 
not  bound  to  take  upon  himself 
the  responsibility  of  deciding  whe- 
ther his  interest  in  the  matter  is 
such  as  to  render  it  unnecessary 
for  him  to  appear ;  and  he  will 
not  be  deprived  of  the  costs  of  his 
appearance,  on  the  ground  that 
he  is  not  interested  in  the  matter. 

A  promise  by  a  party  to  moke 
no  opposition  to  an  application  in- 
tended to  be  made  by  another,  is 
not,  of  itself,  n  sufficient  ground 
for  refusing  him  the  costs  of  his 
appearance.      Damford  v.  Watts. 

201 

2.  Where  several  persons  are  made 
defendants  in  respect  of  a  joint 
fiduciary  character  only,  or  if 
any  beneficial  interest  which  they 
may  have  does  not  conflict  with 
their  duty,  they  ought  not  to  sever 
in  their  defences,  otherwise  one 
set  of  costs  only  will  be  allowed 
them.     Gaunt  v.  Taylor,         346 

3.  Defendants  admitted  by  their 
answer,  that  all  persons  interested 

were 
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were  parties  to  the  suit,  and  at 
the  hearing  objected  for  want  of 
parties,  and  the  objection  pre- 
vailed :  Held,  that  having  misled 
the  Plaintiff,  they  ought  to  pay 
him  the  costs  of  the  day.  Price 
V.  Berrington,  Page  285 

4*  A  trustee  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
trust,  allowed  the  general  costs  of 
an  administration  suit  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  but  was  or- 
dered to  pay  so  much  as  had  been 
occasioned  by  his  breach  of  trust. 
Pride  v.  Fooks.  430 

5.  A  Plaintiff  partially  succeeded, 
so  as  to  be  entitled  to  costs ;  but 
he  failed  in  establishing  unfound- 
ed charges  of  fraud,  for  the  costs 
of  which*  the  Court  considered 
him  liable.  The  Court  made  a 
decree,  without  costs  on  either 
:'  side.  CuUingvoorth  Y.  Loyd.  385 
See  Demurrer. 

Infant,  1,  2. 

Municipal  Corporations. 

Official  Assignee. 

Pauper,  1,  2,  3. 

Plea. 

Short  Cause. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  1,  2. 
4»  5,  6,  7. 

Specific  Performance. 

Staying  Proceedings. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1.  6. 

COVENANT  TO  SETTLE. 

See  Deed,  Construction  of. 
Separate  Estate. 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

In  ]811»  a  creditor's  suit  was  insti- 
tuted by  a  simple  contract  cre- 

VOL.  11. 


ditor ;  the  answers  were  got  in  in 
1820,  the  Plaintiff's  debt  was  ad- 
mitted, and  thereupon  the  assets 
were  brought  into  Court;  in  1823, 
another  simple  contract  creditor 
obtained  judgment  against  the 
executors,  no  decree  was  made  in 
the  cause  until  1829 :  Held,  that 
the  judgment  thus  obtained  had 
priority  over  all  the  simple  con- 
tract debts.    Larkins  v.  Paxton* 

Page  219 
See  Staying  Proceedings. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION. 
See  Evidence,  2. 

CUMULATIVE  LEGACY. 

1.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  Mrs.Z. 
Pitney  an  annuity  of  150/.,  pay- 
able half-yearly,  for  her  separate 
use.  He  aflerwards  wrote  in 
the  margin  opposite  this  bequest, 
<<  Now  Mrs.  J.  Gray  J  one  hundred 
guineas  per  annum,  in  quarterly 
payments."  Mrs.  Z.  Pitney  had 
married  a  Mr.  Gray  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  will :  Held,  that  the 
annuities  were  substitutional,  and 
that  the  legatee  was  entitled  to 
an  annuity  of  100  guineas  for  her 
separate  use.  Martin  v.  Drink* 
footer.  215 

2.  Where  a  testator  makes  distinct 
gifts  by  distinct  codicils  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  the  subsequent 
gifu  are  additional,  and  that  the 
testator,  when  he  made  the  last 
had  not  forgotten  the  former,  and 
did  not  mean  to  make  the  last 
either  in  vain  or  in  substitution 

S  s  for 
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for  the  former ;  but  thiB  presump- 
tion may  be  strengthened  or  re- 
butted by  any  circumstances 
which,  by  just  inference  and  pre- 
sumptiouy  may  enable  the  Court 
to  ascertain  tiie  real  intention  of 
the  testator.  The  nature  of  the 
legacies  and  the  extent  of  interest 
in  them  which  is  given  are  very 
material  circumstances,  but  the 
Court  also  regards  the  situation 
of  the  testator  with  respect  to  the 
persons  for  whom  he  is  making 
provision,  and  the  other  directions 
which  he  may  have  given. 

A  legacy  of  50OO/.9  subject  to 
be  divested  if  the  legatee  should 
die  before  attaining  twenty-one  or 
marriage,  would  not  be  considered 
as  a  repetition  of  or  substitution 
for  two  legacies  of  1000/.  and 
4000^  not  subject  to  be  so  di- 
vested and  given  by  a  subsequent 
codicil. 

By  the  first  codicil,  the  testator 
gave  to  his  illegitimate  daughter 
Phittis  an  annuity  of  100/.  a  year 
and  a  sum  of  1000/.,  with  a  power 
to  the  trustees  to  advance  250/. 
for  her  benefit.  By  the  second 
codicil  the  testator  merely  revoked 
the  appointment  of  a  trustee.  By 
his  third  codicil  he  gave  Phillis  a 
debt  of  154'6/.  sterling,  a  legacy 
of  1000/.  and  one  of  4000/.  when 
his  estates  were  cleared  of  all  pre- 
sent demands  on  them.  By  a  fiflh 
codicil  he  charged  two  estates 
with  5000/.  each  for  his  illegitimate 
daughters  Phillis  and  Si/bil,  to  be 
divested  on  their  dying  under 
twenty-one  or  before  marriage. 


By  a  subsequent  codicil  he  con- 
firmed his  will  and  the  second 
codicil  (which  varied  the  trustees 
only),  and  also  (though  inaccu- 
rately describing  it)  the  fifth  co- 
dicil ;  and  after  reciting  that  he 
had  by  one  or  both  of  the  codicils 
to  his  said  will  in  a  sufficient 
manner  provided  for  PhiUis^  he 
gave  to  his  illegitimate  daughters 
Sybil  and  Clara  an  estate  similar 
in  all  respects  to  that  which  by 
his  said  codicil  or  codicils  he  had 
given  to  his  said  other  daughter, 
and  he  declared  that  Sybil  and 
Clara  should  have  the  same  pro- 
vision as  he  had  made  for  his 
other  daughter :  Held^  that  the 
legacies  were  not  cumulative,  and 
that  the  daughters  were  entitled 
to  the  provision  made  by  the  fifth 
codicil  only.     Bobley  Y.Jlobley. 

Page  95 

CY-PRES- 
See  Charity,  6,  7. 


DAMAGES. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1>  2, 

DEBT. 
See  Bequest,  9. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

Upon  a  composition  between  a 
debtor  and  his  creditors,  a  cre- 
ditor cannot  ostensibly  accept  a 
composition  and  sign  the  deed 
which  expresses  hia  acceptance 

of 
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of  the  tenns^  and  at  the  same 
time  stipulate  for  or  secure  to 
himself  a  peculiar  and  separate 
advantage  which  is  not  expressed 
upon  the  deed* 

A  creditor  holding  a  secmrity 
for  his  debt  may  stipulate  to  have 
the  benefit  of  it  in  addition  to  the 
amount  of  the  composition  offered 
by  a  debtor  to  his  creditors ;  but 
he  must  either  hold  himself  en- 
tirely aloof  from  the  other  cre- 
ditors, or  distinctly  communicate 
with  them  on  the  subject  if  he  at 
all  acts  in  common  with  them; 

A  debtor  entered  into  a  nego- 
tiation for  a  compromise  with  his 
creditors,  but  there  did  pot  ap- 
pear to  have  been  any  general 
meeting  of  them,  or  any  agree- 
ment entered  into  by  them  ge- 
nerally. One  of  the  creditors  sti- 
pulated that  he  should  have  the 
benefit  of  a  mortgage  security 
which  he  held,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  of  composition.  He  ac- 
cepted the  composition,  but  did 
not  then  execute  the  composition 
deed;  he  afterwards  realised  his 
mortgage  security,  and  then  exe- 
cuted the  composition  deed,  by 
which  he  purported  to  release  his 
debtor  altogether,  without  any 
reservation  of  the  mortgage  se- 
curity; another  creditor  subse- 
quently executed  the  composition 
deed.  The  agreement  was  not 
communicated  to  the  other  cre- 
ditors, but  there  was  no  fraudulent 
concealment:  Held,  on  grounds 
of  public  policy,  that  the  creditor 
was   not   entitled  to  retain  his 


mortgage  security  in  addition  to 
the  amount  of  the  composition. 
CuUingtDorth  v.  Loyd,    Page  385 

DECLARATIONS. 

See  Evidence,  4. 
PowEB  OF  Sale. 

DECREE. 

Form  of  decree  in  a  foreclosure  suit, 
where  A.^  whose  estate  was  al- 
ready mortgaged  to  the  Plaintiff, 
joined  B^  as  his  surety,  in  a  mort- 
gage to  the  Plaintiff  of  both  their 
estates  for  a  further  sum.  Aid- 
xvorth  v.  Robinson.  287 

See  Co-Defendants. 
Infant,  3. 

Lasting  Improvements. 
Revivor,  Bill  of. 
Tenant  in  Tail. 

DEED. 

See  Canonrt. 

Husband  and  Wife.  • 
Inquisition. 
Insolvent,  1. 
Merger. 

Separate  Estate. 
Separate  Use. 

,  4 

DEED,  CONSTRUCTION  OF. 

On  the  marriage  of  a  lady,  who  was 
possessed  of  funded  property  and 
shares  in  water-works,  the  funded 
property  alone  was  settled;  the 
settlement,  however,  contained  a 
recital  of  an  intention,  that  all 
property  which  the  wife,  or  her 
Ss  2  husband 
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husband  in  her  right,  should  after 
the  marriage  become  entitled  to, 
should  be  settled  on  similar  trusts* 
and  a  covenant  by  the  husband 
and  by  the  wife,  that  all  property 
which  she,  or  her  husband  in  her 
right,  should  after  the  settlement 
become  entitled  to  should  be  set- 
tled :  Held,  that  the  shares  were 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment. James  y.Durant.  Page  177 
See  Assignment. 

Insolvent^  1. 

Rbctifting  Settlement. 

Separate  Estate. 

Separate  Use. 

DEMURRER. 

After  a  demurrer,  the  Plaintiff  may, 
before  it  has  been  argued,  obtain 
an  order  of  course  to  amend ;  the 
only  question  is,  what  costs  he  is 
to  pay,  and  that  depends  upon 
whether  the  demurrer  has  been 
set  down  or  not.  Warburton  v. 
The  London  and  Blackmail  Rail' 
way  Company,  253 

See  Agreement,  2. 
Corporation. 
Injunction,  1. 
Insolvent,  2. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

Depositions  suppressed  on  the  ground 
of  interrogatories  being  intituled 
in  one  cause,  in  which  a  deceased 
Defendant  and  her  representatives 
were  all  stated  to  be  Defendants 
together.      Pritchard  v.  Foulkes. 

133 
See  Interrogatories. 


DEVISE. 

A  testator  gave  to  his  wife,  for  life 
only,  all  his  freeholds,  &c,  as  also 
his  capital  in  trade  for  her  life, 
but  nevertheless  in  trust,  at  her 
death,  "for  his  then  surviving 
children,  share  and  share  alike, 
independent  of  the  rental  of  his 
said  estates,"  which  he  gave  *'  to 
his  surviving  female  children;" 
and  he  proceeded  thus :  —  '*  On 
the  decease  of  any  of  the  children, 
should  they  die  without  issue,  that 
share  to  fall  to  the  rest,  and  so 
on  to  the  last  female  child ;  but 
should  they  marry  and  have  chil- 
dren, then  their  share  to  go  to 
the  said  child  or  children,  from 
the  last  female  child  to  the  males 
of  my  body : "  Held,  that  the  chil- 
dren of  a  daughter  of  the  testator, 
who  survived  him  but  died  in  the 
life  of  the  widow,  took  no  interest 
under  the  will.  Wordsworth  v. 
Wood.  Page  25 

2.  The  testator  devised  his  residuary 
freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 
estates  to  his  son  and  four  daugh- 
ters, <*  and  their  lawful  us%te  re- 
spectively  in  tail  general^  with  be- 
nefit of  survivorship  to  and  amongst 
their  issue  respectively,  as  tenants 
in  common  ;"  but  such  issue 
**  being  sons,**  not  to  have  vested 
interests  until  they  attained  twenty- 
one,  or  "  being  daughters,'*  until 
twenty-one  or  marriage;  with 
power  to  the  trustees,  after  the 
death  of  his  son  or  daughters  re- 
spectively, to  advance  such  issue 

during 
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during  minority,  to  the  extent  of 
one  half  the  presumptive  share  of 
'*  each  child  ;**  and  in  case  his  son 
or  daughters  or  any  or  either  of 
them  should  die  without  leaving 
lawful  issue,  or  with  lawful  issue, 
and  such  issue,  being  a  son  or 
sons,  should  not  attain  twenty-one, 
or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters^ 
should  not  attain  that  age  or  be 
married,  then  the  part  or  share  of 
him  or  her  so  dying  to  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  survivors  and  their 
issue,  in  the  same  manner  as  their 
original  shares :  Held,  that  the 
testator's  children  took  estates  for 
life,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  the 
freeholds  and  copyholds,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  grandchildren,  in 
tail  general,  in  the  shares  of  their 
respective  parents,  with  cross-re- 
mainders in  tail  between  such 
grandchildren  respectively,  and 
with  remainder  for  life  to  the  sur- 
vivors or  survivor,  others  or  other 
of  the  parents,  in  equal  shares  for 
life,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  their 
children ;  the  shares  accruing  to 
such  survivors,  &c*  to  be  subject 
to  the  same  limitations  and  such 
benefit  of  survivorship  as  the  ori- 
ginal shares,  •  Cursham  v.  Netv 
land.  Page  145 

iS^^  Bequest. 
Condition. 

Dying  without  Issue. 
Lawful  Issue. 
Mortmain. 
Superstitious  Uses. 
Trust,  L 


DYING  WITHOUT  ISSUE. 

A  testator  gave  the  income  of  his 
personal,  and  the  rents  of  his  real 
estate,  to  his  daughter  for  life,  for 
her  separate  use,  and  after  her 
decease  and  the  decease  of  hb 
wife,  he  gave  the  residue  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  trus. 
tees,  in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  half 
the  produce  *<to  the  issue"  of  his 
daughter,  equally,  to  be  paid  at 
twenty-one ;  and  if  only  one  childt 
then  to  such  one  chUdf  and  he 
directed  the  trustees  to  apply  the 
interest  in  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  such  ii^sue ;  **  and  in 
default  of  such  issue*'  he  gave 
such  moiety  of  the  residue  be* 
tween  his  nephews  and  nieces 
living  at  the  death  of  his  daughter* 
And  he  gave  and  devised  the  other 
moiety  of  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
at  the  decease  of  his  wife  and  his 
daughter  toiihout  issue,  to  the 
same  trustees,  to  permit  his  godson 
to  receive  the  income  for  life, 
and  aAer  his  decease  to  certain 
charities  :  Held,  that  "  issue  "  in 
the  first  clause  was  to  be  construed 
*< children;"  but  in  the  second 
clause  in  its  ordinary  unrestricted 
sense ;  and  that  consequently  the 
gifl  over  of  the  first  moiety,  upon 
the  death  of  the  daughter  without 
issue,  was  good,  but  was^  too'  re* 
mote  as  to  the  second. 

The  word  ** issue"  in  a  will, 

held  on  the  context  to  have  two 

different   meanings    as    to    two 

Ss  S  moieties 
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moieties  of  a  devised  estate.  Carter 
y.  BetUalL  Page  551 


ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT. 
See  RscEiVER,  2. 

ECCLESIASTICAL   PREFER- 
MENT. 

See  Canonry. 

ENQUIRY. 

See  Executor. 
Pleading^  1. 

ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 

Bequest  of  money  and  leaseholds  to 
SLjeme  sole  "for  her  own  abso- 
lute use,  without  liberty  to  sell  or 
assign  during  her  life:"  Held, 
that  she  took  the  property  abso- 
lutely! without  power  of  disposi- 
tion during  her  life.  Baker  v. 
Nevoton.    Netoton  v.  Richards* 

112 
See  Remoteness,  1. 

ESTATE  TAIL. 
See  Trust,  1. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  An  ex  parte  order  for  the  ex- 
amination, de  bene  esse^  of  a  wit- 

'  ness  "  in  her  seventieth  year,  and 
very  weak  and  infirm,  and  from 
her  advanced  years  not  likely  to 
live  long,"  discharged  for  irregu- 


larity, on  the  ground  that  the  did 
not  come  within  the  rule,  not 
being  <<  seventy  years  of  age," 
and  not  being  in  a  <*  dangerous 
state  of  health." 

Ex  parte  order  for  the  examin- 
ation, de  bene  esMe^  of  a  soldier 
under  military  orders  to  proceed 
abroad  in  about  six  dajrs  for  six-  or 
seven  years,  held  regular.  M^Ken- 
na  V.  Everitt*  Page  188 

2.  Cross-examination  of  a  witness  in 
equity,  to  prove  exhibits,  held  no 
waiver  of  objection  to  his  com- 
petency on  the  ground  of  interest ; 
hut  semblet  that  the  proposition  it 
not  true  that  a  witness  may  be 
cross-examined  to  any  extent  and 
for  any  purpose,  without  waiving 
the  objection  to  his  competency 
on  the  ground  of  interest*  Frank 
V.  Maimoaring,  127 

3.  In  a  suit  to  set  aside  deeds,  on 
the  ground  that  their  execution 
had  been  procured  from  a  person 
while  a  lunatic,  a  trustee,  who  was 
alleged  to  have  assisted  in  procur- 
ing their  execution,  though  for  no 
personal  advantage,  was  held  an 
incompetent  witness  on  behalf  of 
the  parties  taking  beneficially 
under  the  deeds.  Held,  also,  that 
the  wife  of  the  trustee  was  equally 
incompetent.  Frank  v.  Main- 
xvaring.  126 

4.  Where  a  purchase  is  made  by  a 
parent  in  the  name  of  a  child,  the 
cotemporaneous  acts  and  declara- 
tions .  of  the  parent  are  evidence 
to  shew  that  the  child  shall  take 
as  trustee  only  ;  but  the  subse- 
quent acts  and  declarations  of  the 

parent 
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parent  are  inadmissible  for   that 
purpose.     Sidmouth  v.  Sidmouth. 

Page  447 

See  Affidavit. 

Extrinsic  Evidence. 
Husband  and  Wifs^  2. 
Inquisition. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Rectifying  Settlement. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser^  4. 
Voluntary  Settlement. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

Exceptions  to  an  answer  for  insuffi- 
ciency will  not  fail  on  account  of 
their  not  following  literally  the 
words  of  the  interrogatory,  pro- 
vided the  variation  be  not  im- 
portant.   Brofvn  v.  Keating,  581 

See  Report,  Master's. 

EXECUTION. 
See  Injunction,  3. 

EXECUTOR. 

A  testator,  a  victualler,  directed  his 
trade  to  be  carried  on  by  his 
executors  a  brewer,  and  spirit 
merchant,  who  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  serving  him  in  his  life- 
time, and  supplies  were  furnished 
for  that  purpose  by  them.  The 
Court  would  not  declare  that  the 
executors  were  entitled  to  receive 
the  cost  price  only  for  these  sup- 
plies ;  but  directed  an  inquiry 
whether  the  supplies  were  proper, 
and  furnished  at  the  ordinary 
market  price.  StnUh  v.  Lang' 
ford.  362 


See  Admission  of  Assets. 
Breach  of  Trust,  1. 
Pauper,  2. 
Settled*  Account. 
Trustee,  2. 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 

Extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to 
shew  the  circumstances  of  the 
testator  at  the  time  of  making  his 
will,  so  as  to  enable  the  Court  to 
place  itself  in  the  situation  of  the 
testator ;  but  it  is  inadmissible  to 
prove  either  his  motives  or  in- 
tentions.   Martin  v.  Drinktvater. 

Page  215 


FAMILY. 
See  Insolvent,  1. 

FEME  COVERT. 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Maintenance  and  Advance- 
ment. 
Separate  Estate. 
Separate  Use. 

FOREIGN  CONTRACT. 
See  International  Law. 

FOREIGN  COURT. 

See  Jurisdiction. 

FORECLOSURE. 

See  Decree. 
Mortgage,  2. 

Ssif  FORMii 
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FORMA  PAUPERIS. 
See  Pauper,  passim. 

FRAUD. 

See  Corporation. 

Husband  and  Wife,  2. 
Production  of  Documnets^  4. 
Settled  Account. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  S. 
Voluntary  Settlement. 

FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 

See  Pleading,  2. 

Report,  Master's. 


GENERAL  ORDERS. 

1.  A  Plaintiff  submitted  to  a  de- 
murrer, and  obtained  an  order  of 
course  to  amend,  undertaking  to 
amend  within  three  weeks ;  he 
did  not  comply  with  the  under- 
taking, but  after  the  expiration  of 
the  three  weeks  obtained  a  second 
order  of  course  to  amend  upon 
similar  terms.  No  answer  having 
been  filed :  Held,  that  the  second 
order  was  not  irregular.  Nicholson 
V.  Peile.  Page  497 

2.  Whether,  by  the  12th  General 
Order  (1828),  the  Master  can  ex- 
tend the  time  for  making  his  re- 
port more  than  once,  qucere.  Davis 
V.  Franklin.  369 

See  Stop  Order. 

GIFT  OVER. 
See  Bequest,  2. 


GRAMMAR  SCHOOL. 

The  trustees  of  a  free  grammar  ichool, 
whose  origin  did  not  appear,  held 
property  <'  to  the  use  of  the 
school."  Having  elected  a  school- 
master, they  obliged  him  to  enter 
into  a  bond  and  agreement  stipu- 
lating that  he  should  not  have  or 
claim  a  freehold  in  the  school,  or 
estates ;  and  should  quit  at  six 
months'  notice,  and  should  not 
intermeddle  with  the  estates,  with 
certain  other  stipulations  as  to  the 
government  and  management  of 
the  school:  Held,  that  the  trus- 
tees had  exceeded  their  powers* 
In  re  the  Royston  Free  Grammar 
School.  Page  228 


HEIR  AT  LAW. 
See  Mortmain. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1  •  By  a  deed,  which  represented  the 
wife  to  have  the  dominion  over 
the  fee  of  an  estate,  by  means  of 
a  power  the  wife  appointed  and 
the  husband  add  wife  conveyed 
the  fee  by  way  of  mortgage*  The 
estate  was  really  settled  to  the 
separate  use  of  the  wife  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  husband  for 
life,  with  remainders  over.  The 
mortgage  money  was  decreed  to 
be  raised  out  of  the  life  estates. 
fVainwright  v.  Hardisty,         S6S 

2*  If  a  woman  entitled  to  property, 
during  the  treaty  for  marriage  re- 
presents 
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presents  to  her  intended  husband 
that  she  is  so  entitled,  that  upon 
the  marriage  he  will  become  en- 
titled jifre  marilif  and  if  during 
the  same  treaty  she  clandestinely 
convey  away  the  property  in  such 
manner  as  to  defeat  his  marital 
right)  and  secure  to  herself  the  se- 
parate use  of  it,  and  the  conceal- 
ment continues  until  the  marriage, 
a  fraud  is  thus  practised  on  the 
husband,  and  he  is  entitled  to  re- 
lief. 

Direct  misrepresentations,  or 
wilful  concealment  with  intent 
to  deceive  the  husband,  would 
entitle  him  to  such  relief;  and  if 
both  the  property  and  the  mode 
of  its  conveyance  pending  the 
marriage  treaty  be  concealed  from 
the  intended  husband,  there  is  still 
a  fraud  practised  on  him;  cases 
have,  however,  occurred  in  which 
concealment,  or  rather  the  non- 
existence of  communication  to  the 
husband,  has  not  been  held  frau- 
dulent ;  and  whether  fraud  is  made 
out  must  depend  on  the  circum- 
stances of  each  case. 

As  a  conveyance  made  imme- 
diately before  her  marriage  is 
primd  facie  good,  it  is  to  be  im- 
peached only  by  the  proof  of 
fraud. 

In  August  a  widow,  having  a 
second  marriage  in  contemplation, 
settled  her  property  on  herself  for 
h'fe,  for  her  separate  use,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  children  of  her  first 
marriage,  and  in  October  following 
{  she  married.  The  settlement  was 
prepared  by  her  direction,  with- 


out the  privity  or  assent  "  of  her 
then  intended  husband."  In  a  suit 
to  carry  the  settlement  into  exe- 
cution, the  second  husband  in- 
sisted on  the  settlement  being  a 
fraud  on  his  marital  rights,  but  it 
was  not  proved  that  in  August  he 
was  *<  the  intended  husband :  ** 
Held,  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  impeach  the  deed. 
England  v.  Downs.         Page  522 

See  Agreement,  2. 
Separate  Estate* 
Separate  Use. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  2. 


IMPERTINENCE. 

A  Defendant,  after  having  appeared 
to  an  amended  bill,  obtained  an 
order  for  the  delivery  out  of  court 
of  his  papers  to  enable  him  to  pre- 
pare his  answer,  and  after  the  time 
for  answering  had  expired  applied 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  names  of  com- 
missioners to  join  in  taking  his 
answer :  Held,  that  he  could  not 
afterwards  refer  the  bill  for  imper- 
tinence.   Beavan  v.   Waterhouse* 

58 

IMPLICATION. 
See  Bequest,  6. 

INCUMBRANCE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  7. 

INFANT. 

1.  Suit  improperly  instituted  on  be- 
half of  an  infant,  dismissed  with 

costs 
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costs  on  motioDy  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  infant  by  A.  B.,  a 
person  not  then  a  party  to  the  suit, 
'<  as  her  next  friend,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  application."  Guy  v. 
Guy.  Page  460 

2.  Bill  filed  by  two  infants ;  one  at- 
tained twenty-one  before  decree ; 
her  name  as  co-Plaintiff  struck  out 
on  her  application,  with  the  costs 
of  the  application.    Gui/  v.  Guy. 

460 

S.  Minutes  of  decree  directed  con- 
veyance to  be  settled  by  Master, 
"  if  the  parties  differed"  there  be- 
ing an  infant  heir  who  was  a  party 
to  the  cause  and  a  necessary  party 
to  the  conveyance :  Held,  that  the 
words  "  if  the  parties  differed " 
ought  to  be  omitted,  an  infant  be- 

-  ing  interested.  Calvert  v.  God- 
Jrey.  267 

4.  The  Court  declined  taking  the 
consent  of  a  married  woman,  who 
was  a  minor,  to  the  payment  out 
of  Court  of  money  to  which  she 
was  entitled.      Slubhs  v.  Sargon, 

496 
See  Pleading,  1. 

INFORMATION. 
See  Attorney-General. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  Plaintiff  obtained  a  special 
injunction,  and  the  Defendants 
subsequently  filed  a  general  de- 
murrer, after  which,  and  before 
the  demurrer  had  been  set  down, 
the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  of 
course  to  amend,  **  without  preju- 


dice to  the  injunction :"  Held  re- 
gular. Warburton  v.  The  L<mdon 
and  BtackwaU  Raihoay  Company. 

BEigeS5S 

2.  On  dismission  of  bill  an  injunction 
falls  of  coarse.     Chreen  y.  Puk- 

ford.  70 

3.  An  answer  filed  on  the  morning 
on  which  a  motion  is  made  to  ex- 
tend the  common  injunction  is  not 
sufficient  to  prevent  its  being  ex- 
tended. 

A  bill  stated,  that  judgment  had 
been  obtained  at  law,  and  prayed 
an  injunction  to  stay  execution; 
the  court  of  law  afterwards  set 
aside  the  judgment,  and  let  in  the 
Defendant  at  law  to  plead ;  a  mo- 
tion being  made  to  extend  the 
common  injunction  to  stay  trial 
was,  under  these  circumstances, 
refused.      Thompson   r.    Byrom. 

15 

4.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  com- 
mon injunction  for  want  of  appear- 
ance should  be  obtained  in  term 
or  during  the  seal,  it  may  be  regu- 
larly obtained  any  day  on  which 
the  Court  is  sitting.  The  Earl  of 
Chesterfield  v.  Bond.  96S 

See  Bankrupt. 
Copyright. 
Jurisdiction. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

INQUISITION. 

On  a  bill  to  set  aside  deeds  and  re- 
coveries, on  the  ground  of  the 
lunacy  of  the  party  at  the  time  he 
executed  them:  Held,  that  the 
finding  of  the  jury  on  an  inqui- 

sitioOf 
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sitioiiy  which  over-reached  that 
period,  a£forded  a  p^^umption 
that  he  was  then  insane ;  but  there 
being  some  evidence,  that  after 
the  time  when  the  lunacy  was 
stated  to  have  commenced  the 
party  was  not  of  unsound  mind, 
an  issue  was  directed  to  inquire 
whether  he  was  of  unsound  mind 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  deeds, 
&c.    Frank  y.  Mainxvaring. 

Page  115 

INSOLVENT. 

1.  Property  was  settled  on  J.  R.  by 
his  father,  until  he  should  take  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act,  and  then  the  trustees  were 
during  his  life  to  apply  it  in  such 
manner  and  to  such  persons,  yor 
the  boards  lodging  and  subsistence 
of  «/•  R.  and  his  Jamily^  as  the 
trustees  should  think  proper ;  and 

[  after  his  decease,  upon  trust  for 
such  persons  as  «/•  R.  should  ap- 
point, and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment in  trust  for  his  children. 
(/.  R.  took  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act:  he  had 
three  children,  but  his  wife  was 
dead:  Held,  that  his  children, 
who  were  all  infants,  became  en- 
titled to  three  fourths  and  the  as- 
signees to  one .  fourth  of  the  life 
interest  of  J.  R.  Rippon  v.  Nor^ 
ton.  63 

2.  In  Mai/  1819,  a  party  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act  then  in 
force;  he  subsequently  acquired 
property,  and  died  leaving  more 

'    than  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts 


contracted  after  hia  insolvency. 
The  scheduled  creditors  remain- 
ing unpaid:  Held,  that  a  bill 
might  be  maintained  by  one  of 
such  creditors  against  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  insolvent, 
without  the  previous  sanction  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  for 
payment,  out  of  the  smrplos  assets, 
of  the  scheduled  debts.  Ward  v. 
Painter.  Page  85 

See  Pauper,  2. 
Pleading,  1. 
Voluntary  Settlement. 

« 

INTEREST. 

1.  The  Defendant  wrote  to  his  re- 
ceiver and  professional  agent  as 
follows :  — -  '^  If  you  will  remit  the 
400/.  I  can  give  you  a  note  for  it 
when  you  come  to  LondonJ*  The 
money  was  advanced,  but  no  note 
was  signed :  Held,  that  a  special 
contract  must  be  inferred^  and 
that  interest  was  payable  by  the 
Defendant.  Rhoades  v.  Lord  Sel- 
sey.  S59 

2.  A.  B.f  on  whose  estate  the  Plain- 
tiff had  a  charge  for  principal  and 
interest,  being  desirous  of  paying 
it  instead  of  having  it  raised  out  of 
the  estate,  was  ordered  to  pay  it 
into  Court  by  a  given  day.  He 
made  default,  and  applied  for  an 
extension  of  the  time,  which  was 
granted :  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  subsequent  in- 
terest on  the  aggregate  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  due,  but  on  the 
principal  only.  Wilkinson  v. 
Charlesworth^  470 
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See  Co-Defendants. 
International  Law. 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 

A  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  and 
accepted  in  Parist  ^^^  made  pay- 
able in  England.  The  drawer 
and  acceptor  were  living  there. 
No  rate  of  interest  was  expressed 
to  be  payable  on  the  bill :  Held, 
that  the  default  being  made  in 
England,  interest  was  payable  ac- 
cording to  the  English  and  not 
the  French  law. 

As  to  contracts  merely  personal, 
it  is  a  general  rule»  that  questions 
relating  to  the  validity  and  to  the 
interpretation  of  a  contract  are  to 
be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try where  the  contract  was  made ; 
and  if  a  remedy  for  non-perform- 
ance of  a  contract  is  sought  in  an- 
other country,  the  mode  of  suing 
and  the  time  within  which  the  ac- 
tion must  be  brought  are  to  be 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try in  which  the  action  is  brought. 
Cooper  V.  The  Earl  of  fValdegrave, 

Page  282 

INTERROGATORIES. 

A  petition  for  a  commission  to  exa- 
mine witnesses,  and  the  order 
thereon,  obtained  by  consent, 
were  intituled  in  an  original  and 
revived  suit,  but  the  interroga- 
tories were  intituled  in  the  ori- 
ginal cause  only :  Held,  that  the 
interrogatories  were  wrongly  in- 
tituled, and  the  depositions  were 
suppressed.  Pritchard  v.  Foulkes. 

133 


See  Depositiohs* 
Exceptions. 

ISSUE. 

See  Dtino  without  Issue. 
Lawful  Issue. 


JUDGMENT. 

A  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction 
under  the  1  &  2  VicL  cll0.s.  14. 
to  order  monies  invested  in  the 
name  of  the  Accountant-General 
to  stand  charged  with  a  judgment 
debt  recovered  at  law  against 
the  party  entitled  to  such  fundi. 
Miles  Y.  Presland.  Page  900 

See  Creditor's  Suit. 
Injunction,  3. 

JURISDICTION. 

Afler  decree  the  Court  has  jurisdic- 
tion, at  the  instance  of  a  Defend- 
ant, to  enjoin  the  Plaintifffrom  pro- 
ceeding in  another  court  in  respect 
of  the  same  matter. 

After  decree  here,  the  Plaintiff 
cannot,  except  by  leave  of  the 
Courti  proceed  in  another  court 
in  respect  of  the  same  matter, 
even  though  such  proceedings  are 
merely  auxiliary.  Wedderbum  v. 
Wedderburn.  208 

See  Award. 
Bankrupt. 
Grammar  School. 
Insolvent  Debtor^  2. 
Rectifying  Settlement. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  S- 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1, 2. 

LACHES. 
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LACHES. 

Under  a  trust  deed  dated  in  1806 
and  which  was  to  operate  during 
the  life  of  the  grantor,  the  trustee, 
afler  the  performance  of  certain 
trusts,  was  to  pay  the  surplus 
rents  to  the  owner  during  his  life. 
The  owner  died  in  1816,  the  trus- 
tee died  in  1818,  and  in  1828  a 
bill  for  an  account  was  filed  by  the 
representative  of  the  former  against 
the  representatives  of  the  latter. 
The  answer  was  filed  in  the  fol- 
lowing year,  but  no  further  pro- 
ceedings were  taken  in  the  suit 
until  1839,  when  the  cause  was 
set  down  and  was  heard  in  1840: 
Held,  that  no  such  laches  existed 
as  to  bar  the  account :  Held  also, 
that,  as  regarded  the  lapse  of 
time,  the  case  was  to  be  looked  at 
in  the  same  light  now  as  at  the 
filing  of  the  bill*  Dickenson  y. 
Lord  Holland.  Page  SIO 

See  Creditor's  Suit* 

LAPSED  LEGACY. 
See  Bequest.  8. 

LASTING  IMPROVEMENTS. 

A  lessee  of  charity  property  obtained 
a  further  reversionary  term,  and 
afterwards  made  considerable  last- 
ing improvements  on  the  property; 
the  reversionary  lease  being  set 
aside,  the  Court  considered  the 
lessee  entitled  to  compensation  for 
money  laid  out  by  him  in  refer- 
ence to  the  extended  enjoyment. 
AUomejf'General  v*  Kerr^       420 


LAWFUL  ISSUE- 

The  words  <<  lawful  issue"  in  a  de- 
vise to  four  parents  and  their 
**  lawful  issue  respectively,  in  tail 
general,"  without  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship to  and  amongst  their 
issue  respectively,  as  tenants  in 
common,  held,  upon  the  context 
of  a  will,  to  be  words  of  purchase, 
and  not  of  limitation*  Cursham 
V.  Nevoland.  Page  145 

See  Trust. 

LEASEHOLDS* 
See  Perishable  PropsrtTi  2. 

LEGACY. 
See  Bequest. 

Cumulative  Legacy* 
Perishable  Propbrtt. 
Specific  Leo  act. 

LEGAL  REPRESENTATIVES. 

Bequest  to  A.  or  his  legal  representa- 
tives. A>  was  dead  at  the  date  of 
the  testator's  will,  having  be- 
queathed his  property  on  particu- 
lar trusts :  Held,  that  A.*s  next  of 
kin,  according  to  the  Statute  of 
Distributions,  were  entitled  to  the 
fund.     CoUon  v.  Cotton.  67 


LIMITATION* 
See  Devise. 

Dying  without  Issue. 
Estate  for  Life. 
Lawful  Issue. 
Remoteness. 


LIS 
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LIS  PENDENS. 
See  Rec£Ivsr,  2. 

LONG  ANNUITIES. 

See  Perishable  Property,  !• 
Pleading,  2. 

LUNACY, 

See  Evidence,  S. 
Inquisition. 


MAINTENANCE  AND   AD- 
VANCEMENT. 

Property  was  directed  by  will  to  be 
accumulated  for  such  children  as 
A.f  B*  and  C*  shoold  leave  at  their 
deaths ;  with  power  to  the  trustee 
to  apply  such  part  of  the  income, 
as  in  hts  judgment  might  be  pro- 
per, for  their  education  and  main- 
tenance during  their  minority,  and 
for  their  future  advancement  in 
life :  Held,  as  to  a  daughter  of  C, 
that  the  power  for  maintenance  did 
not  cease  on  her  marriage,  but  that 
it  ceased  on  her  attaining  twenty- 
one  :.  and  as  to  the  power  of  ad- 
vancement, that  it  continued, 
notwithstanding  she  had  attained 
twenty-one  and  had  married,  and 
notwithstanding  the  period  for  ac- 
cumulation limited  by  the  Thel- 
lusson  Act  had  expired.  Pride  v. 
Fooks.  Page  430 


MERGER. 

Valid  lease  of  charity  property  whick 
had  merged  in  the  fee  by  an  iih 
valid  absolute  conveyance  to  the 
lessee,  sustained  on  setting  aside 
the  latter  on  an  information  by 
the  Attorney-General,  Attorney 
General  v.  Kerr^  P^  420 

MINES. 

See  Tenant  for  Lirs  and  Re- 
mainder Man. 

MISJOINDER. 

A  person  may  maintain  a  suit  as  sole 
Plaintiff,  though  uniting  in  him- 
self several  characters,  having  dis- 
tinct conflicting  rights  in  the  sub- 
ject of  a  suit ;  but  the  Court  will 
not  in  a  suit  so  constituted  decide 
on  l^the  conflicting  rights  vested  in 
the  Plaintiff,  and  by  its  decree 
will  make  provision  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Defendants  from  any 
prejudice  which  may  arise  from 
the  peculiar  constitution  of  the 
suit. '  Jilease  v.  Burgh.  221 

MISTAKE. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Rectifying  Settlement. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Two  parties,  who  were  entitled 
to  property  in  equal  moieties, 
made  an  equitable  mortgage  of 
it ;  one  of  the  mortgagors  was  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  and  the  whole 

rentt 
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rents  were  received  by  the  other. 
The  Court  granted  a  receiver. 
Holmes  v.  Bell.  Page  298 

2.  In  a  foreclosure  suit,  an  order  to 
enlarge  the  time  for  payment  of 
the  mortgage  money  is  by  no 
means  of  course,  but  may  be  re- 
fused where  no  excuse  for  the 
default  is  stated,  and  the  security 
does  not  appear  to  be  ample. 

The  usual  condition  on  which 
it  is  granted  is,  on  payment  of  in- 
terest and  costs  before  the  time 
appointed  by  the  Master  for  pay- 
ment of  the  whole ;  in  this  case, 
however,  it  was  ordered,  that 
upon  payment  of  the  interest  and 
costs  within  a  month,  the  time 
should  be  enlarged  for  five  moaths. 
El/re  v.  Hanson.  478 

See  Decree. 

Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Trustee,  1. 

MORTGAGEE. 

See  Conditions  of  Sale. 
Power  of  Sale. 

MORTMAIN. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per-- 
sonal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust 
with  all  convenient  speed  to  con- 
vert into  money;  and  he  directed 
them,  at  the  end  of  twelve  months 
aHer  his  decease,  to  invest  the 
sum  of  6001.  out  of  his  personal 
estate^  in  trust  for  a  charity ;  he 
also  directed  them,  |it  the  end  of 
twelve  months  afler  his  decease 
(all  his  property  being  personal)^ 
to  lay  out  the  residue  for  other 


charities.  The  realty  was  sold: 
Held,  that  the  600/.  was  not  pay- 
able out  of  pure  personalty,  but 
out  of  the  mixed  fund :  and  that 
this  gift  and  the  gift  of  the  re- 
sidue were  rendered  void  by  the 
Mortmain  Act,  in  .the  proportion 
which  the  realty  bore  to  the  per- 
sonalty :  Held  also,  that  the  realty 
was  not  converted  to  all  intents, 
so  as  to  entitle  the  next  of  kin  to 
the  fund  released,  in  consequence 
of  the  invalidity  of  the  gift  of  the 
real  estate  to  charity.  Johnson  v. 
Woods.  Page  409 

MOTION. 

Sfe  Infant,  1. 

Short  Cause. 
Staying  Proceedings. 
Supplemental  Answer. 
Supplemental  Bill* 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

Municipal  corporations,  as  altered 
by  the  Muhicipal  Corporation  Act 
(5  6c  6W.  4.  c.  76.),  are  but  a 
continuance  of  the  old  corpora- 
tions ;  and  where  the  new  corpo- 
ration was  made  party  to  a  suitf 
in  respect  of  a  breach  of  trust 
committed  by  their  predecessors, 
it  was  held  they  were  not  entitled 
to  costs.  AUomey'General  v. 
Kerr.  420 


NEXT  FRIEND. 
See  InfanTi  1. 


NEXT 
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NEXT  OF  KIN. 
Sre  Legal  Representatives. 

MORTMAIK. 

NOTICE. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 7* 


OBLIGOR  AND  OBLIGEE. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE. 

The  official  assignee  of  a  defaulting 
trustee  whose  assets  had  been  dis- 
tributed held  not  entitled  to  costs. 
WiUiams  v.  Nixon.         Page  472 


PARENT  AND  CHILD 

See  Advancement. 
Insolvent,  L 
Trust,  2. 

PARTIES. 
See  Costs,  3. 
Pleading,  3, 

PARTITION. 

Four  persons  purchased  some  land 
and  agreed  that  it  should  be  laid 
out  in  streets  and  sold  in  lots. ac- 
cording to  a  specified  plan.  All 
the  parties  died,  and  there  being 
no  equitable  ground  for  putting 
an  end  to  the  agreement :  Held, 
that  the  representatives  of  one  of 
the  parties  could  not  maintain  a 
suit  for  a  partition  against  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  others.  Peck 
V.  CardwU.  137 


PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Production  of  Documents,  i. 

PAUPER. 

1.  Party  suing  injormi  pauperis, 
and  proving  successful,  declared 
entitled  to  ordinary  costs.  RoberU 
v.  Lloyd.  Page  376 

2.  A  Defendant,  who  was  the  exe- 
cutor and  residuary  legatee,  ob- 
tained an  order  to  sue  ia^^rMa 
pauperis;  having  afterwards  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act, 
he  was  dispaupered,  on  the  grouad 
that  he  was  then  defending  in  his 
representative  character  only.  (M- 
field  V.  Cohbett.  444 

3.  Defendant  dispaupered,  with  the 
costs  of  the  application,  on  affi- 
davits, which  were  not  wbollj 
contradicted  by  the  Defendant, 
shewing  that  he  was  not  in  bad 
circumstances.    RomiUy  v.  Grwf. 

186 

PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 

Where  small  sums  are  payable  oat 
of  Court  to  parties,  an  order  will 
be  made  to  pay  them  to  the  soli- 
citor, he  undertaking  to  distribute 
them;  but  it  is  necessary  either 
that  the  petition  praying  payment 
to  the  solicitor  should  be  signed 
by  the  parties,  or  that  a  written 
authority,  signed  by  the  parties, 
should  be  produced  to  the  Court, 
authorising  the  payment  to  the 
solicitor.   Kelsall  y.  Minion.   361 

See  Infant,  4^ 

PERISHABLE 
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PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 

1.  A  testator  possessing  loiig  an- 
nuities and  money  in  different 
funds  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  estate  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
her  death  he  gave  certain  stock 
legacies  and  whatever  there  might 
remain,  to  B, :  Held,  that  the 
long  annuities  ought  to  be  con- 
verted for  the  benefit  of  the  par- 
ties in  remainder.  Lichfield  v. 
Baker.  Page  481 

5L  A  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
estate  and  effects  to  trustees,  to 
permit  the  rentSy  interest  and  an- 
nual proceeds  to  be  received  by 
A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease 
to  C.  and  2).  when  they  attained 
twenty-one,  with  power,  after  the 
death  of  A.f  to  apply  the  rents^ 
&c.  towards  the  maintenance  of 
C  and  2).  until  their  shares  should 
become  vested.  Part  of  the  resi- 
due consisted  o(  leaseholds :  Held, 
that  the  tenant  for  life  was  en- 
titled to  enjoy  them  in  specie, 
and  that  they  were  not  to  be  con- 
verted for  the  benefit  of  those  in 
remainder.  Goodenough  v.  Tre- 
mamondo.  512 

3.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
widow  "all  the  interest,  rents, 
dividends,  annual  produce  and 
profits,  use  and  enjoyment  of  all 
his,  the  testator's,  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  "  for  life,  and  at  her 
decease  he  gave  to  E.  R.  P.  "all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate 
and  effects  whatsoever,  both  real 
and  personal."  Held,  on  the  con- 
VoL.IL 


text  of  the  will,  that  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  the  enjoyment^ 
during  life,  of  the  perishable  pro- 
perty of  the  testator  *<  in  specie" 
and  without  a  conversion  for  the 
benefit  of  the  remainder-man. 
Pickering  v.  Pickering.   .  Page  31 

See  Pleading,  2. 

PIRACY. 
See  Copyright. 

PLEA, 

After  an  attachment  for  want  of  an- 
swer, it  is  irregular  to  file  a  plea 
without  first  tendering  the  costs 
of  the  contempt.  Foulkes  v.  Jones. 

PLEADING. 

1.  A  bill  alleged  that  the  settlor  at 
the  time  of  making  a  voluntary 
settlement  was  greatly  indebted  ; 
it  did  not  state  the  particulars  of 
the  debts,  but  referred  to  a  sche- 
dule of  the  settlor  in  the  Insolvent 
Court  in  aid  of  the  suit :  Held, 
that  the  existence  of  the  debts 
was  not  sufficiently  put  in  issue 
as  against  an  infant,  but  an  enquiry 
was  directed  on  the  point.  TovonS' 
end  V.  Westacott.  340 

2.  A  perishable  fund  was  for  some 
time  wrongfully  enjoyed  in  specie 
by  the  tenant  for  life;  the  re- 
mainder-mdn  filed  a  bill  for  an  ac- 
count, and  to  ascertain  the  resi- 
due. Before  filing  the  bill,  the 
Plaintiff"  had  notice  that  part  of 
the  residue  consisted  of  long  an- 
nuities, and  he  was  again  informed 
of  that  fact  by  the  answer;  but 

Tt  he 
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he  made  no  objection  thereto, 
either  by  the  original  or  the 
amended  bill,  and  at  the  hearing 
the  common  decree  for  an  ac- 
count was  made.  The  Master 
declined  entering  into  the  question 
of  the  right  of  the  tenant  for  life 
to  enjoy  the  long  annuities,  but 
he  stated  the  fact  on  his  report. 
The  report  was  confirmed,  and  by 
consent  no  exceptions  were  taken: 
Held,  on  further  directions,  that 
the  long  annuities  must  then  be 
converted  into  consols;  but  the 
Court  refused  to  make  the  widow 
account  for  her  prior  receipts. 
Lichfield  v.  Baker.  Page  481 

S.  One  of  thirty-eight  proprietors  of 
a  newspaper  was  appointed  book- 
keeper, and  received  the  monies 
of  the  concern ;  a  bill  being  filed 
against  him  for  an  account,  &c. 
by  twelve  of  the  proprietors  on 
behalf,  &c. :  Held,  that  the  re- 
maining twenty-five  were  neces- 
sary parties.  Bainhridge  and 
Others  v.  Burton.  539 

See  Co-Defendants. 
Costs,  3. 
Misjoinder. 
Revivor,  Bill  of. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

POSSESSION. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 

POWER,  EXECUTION  OF. 

A  testator  gave  his  residuary  pro- 
perty to  two  trustees  for  his  chil- 
dren, except  John^  who  had  mis- 
conducted himself;  but  the  tes- 


tator trusted  his  conduct  would 
change,  and  he  gave  hig  trustees 
and  the  survivors  of  them^  and  the 
executors  and  administrators  of 
such  survivor,  power  to  give  to 
John  an  equal  share  with  his  bro- 
thers and  sisters.  He  appointed 
the  two  trustees  executors,  and 
by  a  codicil  appointed  a  third  ex- 
ecutor ;  one  alone  proved  the  will, 
and  the  others  renounced.  In  a 
state  of  facts  brought  into  the 
Master's  office,  the  sole  executor 
and  trustee  suted  that  John  had 
conducted  himself  to  his  satisfac- 
tion, and  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
entitle  him  to  an  equal  share: 
Held,  that  the  sole  executor  had 
power  to  appoint,  and  had  well 
appointed  a  share  to  John.  Eaton 
V.  Smith.  Page  286 

POWER  OF  SALE. 

A  mortgagee  had  a  power  of  sale  in 
case  of  default  being  made  in  pay- 
ment of  mortgage  money :  Held, 
that  the  unsupported  solemn  de- 
claration, under  the  5  &  6  ^.  4. 
c.  62.,  of  the  mortgagee  alone,  of 
a  default  having  been  made,  was 
not  sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact, 
as  between  vendor  and  purchaser. 
Hobson  v.  Bell.  17 

See  Condition. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Acquiescence. 
Affidavit. 
Answer. 
Appearance. 
Arbitration. 

See 
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See  Clbrk  in  Court. 
Contempt,  2* 
Co8T8/passim* 
Demurrer. 
Depositions. 
Evidence,  I,  2,  3. 
Exceptions. 
General  Orders. 
Impertinence. 
Invant,  passim. 
Injunction,  passim. 
Interest,  2. 
Interrogatories. 
Jurisdiction. 
Laches. 
Misjoinder. 
Mortgage,  1,  2. 
Pauper,  2. 

Payment  out  op  Court. 
Plea. 
Production  of  Documents, 

1,  2.  4. 
Receiver,  1,  2. 
Report,  Master's. 
Security  for  Costs. 
Service  of  Warrants. 
Short  Cause. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  6. 
Staying  Proceedings. 
Stop  Order. 

SUBP(£NA,  1,  2,  3. 

Supplemental  Answer. 
Supplemental  Bill. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 
Writ  of  Execution. 

PRAYERS  FOR  THE  DEAD. 
See  Superstitious  Uses. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Charity,  4. 
Inquisition. 
Trust,  2. 


PRIORITY. 

See  Administration  Suit. 
Creditors'  Suit. 

PRIVILEGE. 
See  Production  of  Documents,  3. 

PRIVY  COUNCIL. 
See  Receiver,  2. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 

1.  A  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  stated 
that  he  had  handed  over  some  do- 
cuments relating  to  the  matters 
in  question  to  his  agent  in  Ja- 
maica, to  enable  him  to  defend 
a  suit  there ;  that  the  agent  had 
left  the  island,  and  that  the  docu- 
ments  had  been  taken  possession 
of  by  a  receiver  appointed  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  there :  Held, 
that  this  admission  entitled  the 
Plaintiff  for  an  order  for  produc- 
tion ;  but  liberty  was  given  to  the 
Defendant  to  relieve  himself,  if 
possible,  by  affidavit,  from  the  ef- 
fects of  this  admission.  Morrice  v. 
Smaby.  Page  500 

2.  A  Defendant,  who  in  his  answer 
refers  to  a  deed  in  the  words,  '*  as 
by  the  said  indenture,  when  pro- 
duced, will  appear,*'  must  produce 
it  for  the  inspection,  &c.  of  the 
Plaintiff,  although  he  does  not 
w  crave  leave  to  refer  to  it."  WeU 

ford  V.  Siainihorpe.  587 

3.  Necessary  communications  be- 
tween a  solicitor  and  client, 
through  an  unprofessional  person, 
are  privileged ;  but  it  not  appear- 

Tt  2  ing 
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ing  in  this  case  that  the  commu- 
nications  were  wholly  of  a  profes- 
sional or  confidential  nature,  such 
privilege  was  disallowed. 

A  case  submitted  since  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit,  for  the  opi- 
nion of  Dutch  counsel  and  the 
opinion  thereon,  held  privileged. 
Bunbury  v.  Bunbury.  Page  173 
4.  By  articles  of  partnership,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  a  partner  the 
survivor  was  to  pay  the  amount 
of  his  capital  according  to  the 
last  half-yearly  rest,  and  to  take 
the  stock,  &c.  After  the  death 
of  one,  a  different  arrangement 
was  entered  into  between  his  exe- 
cutors (one  of  whom  was  the  sur- 
viving partner)  and  his  widow, 
who  was  beneficially  interested 
under  the  will,  by  which  the  sur- 
viving partner  was  to  take  the 
stock  at  a  valuation,  and  get  in 
the  credits,  and  pay  the  joint 
debts,  and  out  of  the  share  of  the 
deceased  partner  in  the  surplus, 
to  pay  his  separate  debts  and  the 
widow's  legacy.  The  widow  by 
this  bill  sought  to  set  aside  this 
arrangement  for  fraud,  and  to 
have  an  account  of  the  partner- 
ship transactions,  and  of  the  pro- 
fits subsequent  to  her  husband's 
death:  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  production  of 
the  accounts  of  the  business,  as 
carried  on  afler  the  testator's 
death.    Hue  v.  Richards.         305 

PDBLIC  POLICY. 

See  Canonry. 

Debtor  and  Creditor. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  3. 


PURCHASE,  WORDS  OF. 
See  Limitation. 


RECEIVER. 

1.  The  allowance  to  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed by  the  Court  depends  on 
the  degree  of  difficulty  or  facility 
experienced  in  the  collection. 
There  is  no  general  rule  as  to  the 
amount. 

The  report  of  the  Master  al- 
lowing to  the  receiver  a  gross 
salary  of  5  per  cent,  on  consider- 
able receipts,  composed  of  large 
sums  due  for  mortgages,  annui- 
ties, rents,  &c.  referred  back  for 
review.    Day  v.  Crqfl*    Page  488 

2.  An  appeal  was  pending  in  the 
Privy  Council  from  a  sentence  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  rejecting 
the  testamentary  papers  of  the 
deceased  and  declaring  an  intes- 
tacy; limited  administration  pen- 
dente lite  had  ceased  by  the  sen- 
tence, and  an  inhibition  had  issued 
from  the  Privy  Council  which 
inhibited  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
proceeding.  There  being  no  per- 
son in  the  mean  time  authorised 
to  protect  and  collect  the  estate. 
Held,  that  these  circumstances, 
alone,  justified  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  by  this  Court.  , 

Held  also,  that  a  receiver  might 
in  such  case  be  granted  on  the 
application  of  a  party  appellant, 
who,  assuming  the  decision  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  to  be  cor- 
rect, had  no  interest  in  the  estate 
of  the  deceased.. 

And 
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And  thirdly,  that  the  circum- 
stance of  there  being  no  person 
in  whose  name  an  action  might 
be  brought  to  recover  the  pro- 
perty is  not  a  sufficient  objection 
to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
Wood  V.  Hilchings.        Page  289 

See  Canonrt. 
Mortgage,  1. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

^RECTIFYING  SETTLEMENT. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  upon  a  contem- 
plated marriage,  the  lady's  father 
proposed  during  his  life  to  allow 
his  daughter  200/.  a  year,  to  con- 
tinue if  she  died  in  her  father's 
life  leaving  children ;  but  if  she 
died  in  his  lifetime  without  issue, 
then  100/.  to  the  husband  during 
the  father's  life.  The  father,  in  a 
letter  to  his  solicitor,  also  stated 
that  he  wished  the  husband  to 
have  150/.  a  year  in  the  event  of 
his  daughter's  death  without  is- 
sue ;  the  proposal  was  agreed  to, 
and  a  settlement  prepared  and 
executed,  dated  the  8th  of  «/u/^, 
whereby  the  father  covenanted, 
during  his  life,  to  pay  an  annuity 
of  200^.  to  the  husband  and  his 
assigns.  The  husband  died  in- 
solvent, leaving  his  wife  and  three 
children.  After  his  death,  the 
settlement  was  rectified  upon  the 
production  of  the  proposals,  and 
the  evidence  of  the  solicitor  who 
prepared  the  settlement,  that  he 
had  prepared  the  settlement  from 
the  proposals  which  he  thought 
he  had  carried  into  execution; 


and  the  wife  was  declared  entitled 
to  the  annuity  as  against  the  hus- 
band's representatives.  Pearce  v. 
Verbeke.  Page  333 

REFERENCE  TO  ARBITRA- 
TION. 

See  Arbitration. 

RELATOR. 
See  Attorney-General. 

REMAINDER-MAN. 
See  Tenant  for  Life. 

REMOTENESS. 

1.  Bequest  to  testator's  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  make  a  di- 
vision between  the  testator's  four 
children,  ^4.,  5.,  C.  and  D. ;  his 
sons'  shares  to  be  paid  imme- 
diately, and  his  daughters'  shares 
to  be  invested  for  them  for  life, 
with  remainder  between  all  their 
children,  to  become  vested  at  the 
age  of  twenty-five,  with  a  gift 
over  to  the  children  of  the  others 
who  should  live  to  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-five  in  case  either 
daughter  should  die  without  leav- 
ing any  child  who  should  live  to 
attain  twenty-five;  with  powers 
for  the  maintenance  and  advance- 
ment of  such  children.  Held, 
that  the  gift  over  was  too  remote; 
and  secondly,  that  the  gift  to  the 
daughters  in  the  first  instance 
being  absolute,  and  the  attempt 
to  limit  it  having  failed,  the  abso- 
lute interest  remained  unafiected, 

r/  3  so 


638 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


so  that  the  representatives  of  a 
daughter  who  died  without  chil« 
dren  were  entitled  to  her  one- 
fourth  share.    Ring  v.  HardwicL 

Page  352 
2.  A  testatrix  gave  her  residuary 
estate  to  trustees  to  accumulate, 
and  to  stand  possessed  thereof  and 
of  the  accumulations,  in  trust  for 
all  the  children  of  «/.  B.,  other 
than  A;  and  to  be  paid  on  attain- 
ing twenty-three^  with  a  gift  over 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  all 
the  said  children  under  twenty- 
three.  «/.  B.  had  three  children, 
A,,  B.  and  C,  of  whom  A.  and 
B,  were  born  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix,  and  C.  three  years  after 
her  death.  B.  died  an  infant, 
and  C,  who  was  also  B*s  per- 
sonal representative,  attained 
twenty-three :  Held,  first,  that  the 
legacy  was  vested;  and  the  gift 
being  to  a  class,  and  C  having 
come  into  esse  before  the  period 
of  distribution,  the  Court  con- 
sidered that  C.  was  not  excluded 
from  taking  under  the  residuary 
gifl,  and  that  in  his  own  right  and 
as  representing  B,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  fund.  Blease  v. 
Burgh  221 

See  Dying  without  Issue. 

REPORT,  xM ASTER'S. 

The  Master's  report  had  been  con- 
firmed, and  neither  objection  nor 
exception  had  been  taken  thereto. 
The  cause  came  on  for  further 
directions,  when  the  Court,  from 
the  facts  stated  in  the  report,  en- 


tertaining great  doubt  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  Master's  find- 
ing, declined  to  act  upon  it, 
though  it  refused  then  to  alter  it. 
Gregory  v.  West.  Page  541 

See  General  Ordbrs,  2. 

RETAINER. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  5. 

REVIVOR,  BILL  OF. 

One  decree  was  taken  in  several 
suits.  An  abatement  afterwards 
occurred  :  Held,  that  one  bill  of 
revivor  was  sufficient.  Moore  v. 
Elkington*  51^ 

RULE  IN  SHELLEY'S  CASE. 

See  Issue. 

Lawful  Issue. 


SCHEDULE. 

See  Assignment. 
^Pleading,  1. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
A  Plaintiff  being  ordered  to  pay 
costs  went  abroad  (as  was  sworn 
upon  belief  and  not  denied)  per- 
manently and  to  avoid  payment: 
he  was  ordered  to  give  security 
for  costs,  and  the  proceedings  in 
the  suit  were  in  the  mean  time 
stayed.    Busk  v.  Beetham.      537 

SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

In  a  marriage  settlement  the  hus- 
band alone  covenanted  to  settle 

any 
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•  any  property  which  his  wife,  or 
he  in  her  right,  might  thereafter 
acquire:  Held,  that  property 
which  was  afterwards  given  to  the 
wife  for  her  separate  use  was  not 
affected  by  the  covenant.  Tra* 
vers  V.  Travers.  Page  179 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

SEPARATE  USE. 

Freeholds  were  conveyed  by  lease 
and  release,  to  trustees  to  the  use 
of  a  feme  covert  for  her  separate 
use  for  life,  or  to  the  use  of  such 
person  as  she  should  by  writing, 
sealed,  &c.  appoint,  and  in  default 
of  appointment  in  trust  to  pay  the 
rents  to  her  for  her  separate  use. 
The  husband  and  wife  by  writing 
not  under  seal,  for  valuable  con. 
sideration,  undertook  to  execute 
a  mortgage  of  the  property  when 
required.  The  husband  died,  and 
no  mortgage  had  been  executed : 
Held,  that  the  agreement  was 
binding  upon  the  surviving  wife. 
Slead  V.  Nelson.  24f5 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

SERVICE  OF  ORDER. 
See  Contempt,  2. 

SERVICE  OF  WARRANTS. 

Receiver's  accounts  were  passed 
in  the  Master's  oflSce  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  executor,  the  war* 
rants  having  been  regularly  served 
on  his  clerk  in  court  but  not 
having  been  forwarded  to  him. 
The    Court,  under    the  circum- 


stances, remitted  the  matter  to 
the  Master's  office,  to  give  the 
executor  an  opportunity  of  stating 
his  objections  to  the  accounts. 
Oldfield  V.  Cobbett.         Page  444 

SETTLED  ACCOUNT. 

An  account  between  an  aged  tenant 
for  life  and  the  remainder-man 
(who  was  also  executor),  which 
was  settled  and  signed  by  the 
tenant  for  life  under  the  advice 
of  her  solicitor,  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  of  the  executor  not  having 
furnished  full  information,  of  the 
account  being  founded  on  an  er- 
roneous opinion  of  counsel  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  obtained 
ex  parte  by  the  executor,  and  of 
the  account  being  complicated  in 
its  form,  and  though  professing 
to  be  made  in  conformity  with 
the  opinion,  yet  containing  an 
addition  of  a  purchase  and  sale 
between  the  parties.  Pickering 
V.  Pickering,  SI 

SETTLEMENT. 

See  Deed,  Construction  of. 
Husband  and  Wife,  2. 
Insolvent,  1. 
Rectifying  Settlement. 
Separate  Estate. 
Voluntary  Settlement. 

SEVERANCE  OF  DEFENCES. 
See  Costs,  2. 


I 


SHAREHOLDERS. 

See  Corporation. 

T  t  4  SHORT 


64fO 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS: 


SHORT  CAUSE. 

Aq  application  to  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  on  the  certificate  of  Plain- 
tiffs counsel,  to  advance  a  cause 
as  a  short  cause,  was  refused  on 
the  Defendant's  counsel  stating 
that  it  was  not  a  short  cause,  and 
the  costs  of  the  motion  were  re- 
served. The  cause  afterwards 
came  on  in  its  regular  course, 
when  the  Court,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  cause  was  a  proper  one 
to  be  heard  as  a  short  cause,  gave 
to  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  of  the 
motion.     Aldxoorth   v.   Robinson. 

Page  287 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  This  Court  has  authority  to  refer 
for  taxation  the  bill  of  costs  of  a 
solicitor  who  acts  as  agent  for 
another.     Toghill  v.  Grant.    261 

2.  A  husband  became  liable  for  bills 
of  costs  due  from  his  wife,  dum 
sola,  and  from  her  former  husband, 
to  a  solicitor :  Held,  that  though 
the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client 
did  not  exist  between  the  solicitor 
and  the  second  husband^  yet  that 
the  latter  was  entitled*  to  a  tax- 
ation of  the  bills  of  costs. 

A  bill  of  costs,  nearly  the  whole 
of  which  had  been  paid,  contained 
items  unconnected  with  profes- 
sional employment,  as  for  a  horse, 
&c.:  Held,  that  the  solicitor  ought, 
in  taxation,  to  have  credit  for 
such  items  (if  due),  although  they 
had  not  become  due  to  him  in  the 


character  of  solicitor.     Waring  r. 
WUliams.  Page  1 

S.  Signification  of  the  term  <*  undue 
influence,'  as  applied  to  transac- 
tions between  solicitor  and  client. 

There  are  transactions  in  which 
there  is  so  great  an  inequality  be- 
tween the  transacting  parties,— 
so  much  of  habitual  exercise  of 
power  on  the  one  side,  and  habi- 
tual submission  on  the  other,  that 
without  proof  of  the  exercise  of 
power  beyond  that  which  may  be 
inferred  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  itself,  this  Court  will 
impute  an  exercise  of  undue  in- 
fluence. 

When  undue  influence  is  to  be 
inferred  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  or  when  the  trans- 
action is  contrary  to  the  policy  of 
law,  it  is  the  province  of  the 
Court  to  determine  the  point ; 
and  the  question  ought  not  to  be 
sent  to  a  jury.  Casbome  v.  Bar' 
sham.  76 

4.  After  demurrer  allowed,  the  Plain- 
tiff's solicitor  refused  to  proceed 
until  payment  of  his  bill :  Held, 
that  he  was  bound  to  deliver  over 
the  papers  to  the  new  solicitor  of 
the  Plaintiff  on  the  usual  under- 
taking as  to  lien  and  redelivery, 
but  that  the  party  ought,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  undertake  to 
prosecute  the  suit  with  due  dili- 
gence.    Cane  v.  Martin.  584 

5.  The  retainer  of  a  solicitor  need 
not  be  in  writing,  but  if  he  neglects 
taking  that  precaution,  and  his  re- 
tainer being  afterwards  questioned 
there    is    nothing    but  assertion 

against 
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against  assertioD,  he  must  bear 
the  costs  of  the  risk  he  thus  un- 
dertakes.     Wiggins    V.    Peppin. 

Page  403 

6.  A  motion  for  the  taxation  of  a 
solicitor's  bill,  with  special  direc- 
tions to  disallow  the  costs  of  cer- 
tain proceedings  alleged  to  have 
been  improperly  taken  by  the  so- 
licitor, or  with  a  qualification  that 
the  taxation  was  to  be  of  the 
costs  of  such  proceedings  only  as 
had  been  properly  incurred,  re- 
fused, as  such  objections  may  be 
taken  advantage  of  under  the 
common  order  for  a  taxation. 
Wiggins  V.  Peppin,  408 

7.  Business  relating  to  a  trust  estate 
was  transacted  by  two  solicitors 
in  partnership,  one  of  whom  was 
a  trustee  of  the  estate :  Held,  in 
passing  his  accounts,  that  costs 
out  of  pocket  could  alone  be  al- 
lowed.    Collins  V.  Carey.        128 

See  Payment  out  of  Court. 
Production  of  Documents,  8. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

1.  A  testator  having  fifleen  and  a  half 
Leeds  and  Liverpool  canal  shares, 
which  by  act  of  parliament  were 
to  be  deemed  personal  estate,  be- 
queathed- five  and  a  half  such 
canal  shares  to  A.^  five  such  shares 
to  B^  and  five  such  shares  to  C. 
There  was  no  description  or  re- 
ference in  the  will  to  shew  that 
the  testator  intended  to  give  the 
particular  shares  which  he  held 
at  the  date  of  his  will:  At  his 
death  he  possessed  no  Leeds  and 


Liverpool  canal  shares :  Held,  that 
the  legacies  were  general,  and 
not  specific. 

A  canal  was  made  under  the 
authority  of  an  act  of  parliament, 
the  lands  for  that  purpose  were 
purchased  and  vested  in  a  corpor- 
ation, but  the  shares  therein  were 
to  be  deemed  to  be  personal  estate 
and  transmissible  as  such,  and 
were  to  be  conveyed  by  bargain 
and  sale  :  Held,  that  the  shares 
did  not  bear  the  character  of 
realty,  so  as  to  make  a  bequest  of 
them  specific.  Robinson  v.  Addi- 
son. Page  515 
2.  A  testator  bequeathed  as  many 
of  his  canal  shares  as  he  should 
leave  children  him  surviving,  one 
of  such  shares  to  be  in  trust  for 
each  of  his  children.  At  the  date 
of  his  will  he  had  eight  shares  and 
seven  children,  and  at  his  death 
he  had  ten  shares  and  eleven  chil- 
dren :  Held,  that  the  bequest  was 
specific.    Miller  v.  Little.       259 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

A  bill  prayed  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement,  '<  if  a  good 
title  could  be  made."  At  the 
hearing  it  was  declared  that  the 
agreement  ought  to  be  specifically 
performed,  and  it  was  referred  to 
the  Master  to  enquire  whether  .a 
good  title  could  be  made.  The 
Master  reported  in  the  negative. 
Th6  Plaintiff  on  further  directions 
waived  all  objections  to  the  title, 
and  proposed  to  take  the  pro- 
perty; this  was  resisted  by  the 

vendor : 
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vendor:  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  ;  but  being  aware,  at 
the  first  hearing,  of  the  objections 
to  the  title,  he  ought  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  investigation  in  the 
Master's  office.  Bennett  v.  Fow^ 
Ur.  Page  302 

See  Turnpike  Act. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1.5,6. 

STATUTES,  CONSTRUCTION 

OF. 

1  Ed.  6.  c.  1.  See  Superstitious 
Uses. 

1  Ed.  6.  c.  H.  See  Superstitious 
Uses. 

13  Eliz.  c,  5.  See  Voluntary  Settle- 
ment. 

4  Jas.  1.     See  Superstitions  Uses. 

39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  98.  See  Mainte- 
nance and  Advancement.  Thel' 
lusson  Act. 

3  G.  4.  c.  126.     See  Turnpike  Act. 

4  &  5  rr.  4.  c.  82.     See  Appearance. 

Subpoena,  2. 

5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76.  See  Municipal 
Corporations. 

1  &2  ric.  c.llO.  5.8.  See  Bank- 
rupt.  s.  14.    See  Judgment. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

Where  a  debt  is  claimed  or  a  de- 
mand made  in  a  suit,  and  the  De- 
fendant, admitting  his  liability, 
offers  to  pay  the  debt  or  comply 
with  the  demand  and  to  put  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  as 
he  would  have  been  in  if  the  lia- 
bility had  been  satisfied  without 
suit,  the  Court,  on  motion,  will 
stay  all  further  proceedings. 


Proceedings  in  a  creditor's  suit 
stayed  as  against  some  Defendants 
on  payment  of  one  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs' debts,  on  which  alone  the 
Defendants  applying  were  liable, 
and,  under  very  special  circum- 
stances, without  costs.  Holden 
and  MellUh  v.  K^naston.  Page  20^ 

See  Security  for  Costs. 

STOP  ORDER. 

1.  Parties  obtaining  stop  orders  to 
be  liable  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  to  pay  Costs.  See  General 
Order,  Ap.3.,  1841.  xi 

2.  Stop  orders  may  be  obtained 
without  service  of  the  peUtion 
upon  the  parties  to  the  cause,  or 
upon  persons  interested  in  parti 
of  the  funds  not  sought  to  be 
affected.  See  General  Order, 
Ap.3.,  1841.  zi 

SUBPCfiNA. 

1.  An  order  for  service  ofAsubpctna 
to  appear  and  answer  upon  the 
Defendant's  partners  at  the  bouse 
of  business,  the  Defendant  himself 
being  abroad,  held,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, to  be  regular.  Kin» 
der  V.  Forbes.  503 

2.  Service  abroad  of  a  subpoena  to 
appear,  ordered  under  the  4  k 
5  W.  4.  c,  82.  in  a  case  ^here 
English  funds  were  alleged  to  ha?e 
been  improperly  sold  out  and  in- 
vested in  Austrian  stock  and 
Dutch  and  Portuguese  bonds. 
Dodd  V.  Webber.  502 

3.  Service  of  a  subpoena  by  leaving 
a  copy  at  the  Defendant's  resi- 
dence 
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dence  sealed  up  in  a  letter,  at  the  I 
same  time  producing  the  original, 
held  regular.     The  Earl  of  Ches- 
terfield V.  Bond.  Page  263 

SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 
See  SuBPCENA,  1. 

SUPERSTITIOUS  USES. 

Establishments   or    foundations  for 

securing  prayers  for  the  souls  of 

the  dead  are  deemed  to  be  super- 

.  stitious,  and  within  the  statute  of 

1  Edvo.  6.  €•  14. 

The  Court  (without  deciding 
whether  directions  to  pray  for  the 
souls  of  the  dead  were  or  not  un- 
lawful, or  prohibited  by  the  Church 
of  England)  held,  that  it  might 
be  properly  deemed  superstitious 
to  create  an  establishment,  or  en- 
dow a  foundation,  to  be  continued 
in  perpetuity  and  conducted  with 
certain  ceremonies  supposed  to  be 
religious,  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing the  perpetual  continuance 
of  prayers  for  the  souls  of  the 
dead,  either  alone  or  in  connec- 
tion with  other  observances,  within 
the  express  terms  of  the  1  Edw.  6. 

c.  14. 

A  testator,  who  died  in  the  year 
1529,  devised  lands  in  the  city  of 
London  to  the  Fishmongers'  Com- 
pany, to  the  intent  that  they 
should  perform  his  will  in  manner 
after  declared.  He  then  provided 
for  obits  and  anniversaries,  with- 
out limiting  any  term  within  which 
the  expences  thereof  should  be 
confined,  and  he  willed  that  the 


company     should    provide    four 
honest  priests,  studying  in  the  uni- 
versities, to  'pray  for  his  soul  there, 
paying  to   every  oue  of  them  4/., 
quarterly ;    he  next  directed  the 
company  to  provide  thirteen  poor 
men  and  women,  being  in  poverty, 
to  pray  specially  for  his  souly  &c., 
and  he  provided  for  a  perpetual 
succession  of  such  poor  persons, 
and  he  directed  the  company  to 
pay  them  Sd,  weekly,  and  the  poor 
persons  were  to  attend  the  anni- 
versaries or  obits,    and  he  made 
other  similar  bequests.      The  sta- 
tute of  1  Edw.  6.  c.  1.  afterwards 
passed,    and    the    Crown   subse- 
quently, for  valuable  considera- 
tion, by  letters  patent  granted  to 
trustees  of  the  company  a  rent  of 
5Ss.  4c/.  a-year  issuing  out  of  the 
lands,  being  the  annual  rent  lately 
payable  in  respect  of  the  testator's 
two    anniversaries  (without  men- 
tioning any   other  rents).    By  a 
subsequent  statute  of  4  Jac.  1.,  all 
the  lands,  &c.  mentioned  in  the 
letters  patent  of  Edtoard  VI.  were 
secured,  as  against  the  king  and 
his  successors,  to  the  companies^ 
saving  the  rights  of  any  person 
other  than  the  king :  Held,  that 
the  bequests  to  pray  for  souls 
were  superstitious  under  the  sta- 
tute of  1  Edw.  6.,  and  that  under 
the  letters  patent  and  act  of  par- 
liament the   company  were   en- 
titled beneficially,  discharged  of 
any  trust.     Attorney-General  v. 
The  Fishmongers*  Company. 

Page  151 

SUPPLEMENTAL 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWER. 

A  notice  of  motion  for  liberty  to 
file  a  supplemental  answer  should 
specify  the  hew  facts  intended  to 
be  introduced,  and  a  notice  of 
motion  for  liberty  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental answer  stating  **  cev' 
tain  Joels-**  not  regular.  Haslar 
V.  HoUis.  Page  236 


SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

The  priorities  of  incumbrancers 
upon  an  estate  were  declared,  and 
a  receiver  appointed  with  direc- 
tions to  keep  down  the  incum- 
brances in  a  suit  to  which  the  first 
incumbrancer  was  not  a  party. 
The  first  incumbrancer  filed  a  bill 
against  the  receiver  and  the  seve- 
ral parties  to  the  former  suit,  to 
establish  his  priority,  and  pray- 
ing <<  that  if  necessary  the  se- 
cond bill  might  be  taken  as  sup- 
plemental to  the  first."  The 
Plaintiff  in  the  second  suit  moved 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
receiver  from  making  any  further 
payments  to  the  other  incum- 
brancers: Held  irregular,  and 
that  he  ought  to  have  applied  in 
the  first  suit  for  leave  to  enforce 
his  legal  remedies ;  Held  also, 
that  the  Court  would  not  on  this 
occasion  determine  whether  this 
was  to  be  taken  as  a  supplemental 
bill.  Smith  v.  The  Earl  of  Effing- 
ham. 232 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 


«  SURVIVOR,"  CONSTRUED 
••  OTHERS." 

See  Devise,  2. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 
See  Devuk,  2. 


TAXATION. 

See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1,  2. 

6,7. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE  AND 
REMAINDER  MAN. 

A  tenant  for  life  has  no  right  to 
open  mines  or  clay-pits:  but 
where  the  author  of  the  settle- 
ment has  previously  worked  them, 
the  tenant  for  life  may  continue. 
Whether  a  tenant  for  life  can 
work  mines  or  clay-pits,  the  work- 
ing of  which  had  been  abandoned 
by  the  author  of  the  settlement, 
quare^     Viner  v.  Vaughan. 

Page  466 

See  Co-Defendants. 

Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Perishable  Property,  1, 2,  3. 
Pleading,  2. 
Settled  Account. 

TENANT  IN  TAIL. 

A  decree  directing  the  owner  of  a 
legal  estate  to  do  such  acts  as 
are  requisite  to  bar  the  estate 
tail,  but  which  are  incomplete  at 
his  death,  is  not  binding  on  the 

succeeding 
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succeeding  issue  in  tail.     Frank 
V.  Mainxvaring.  Page  115 

See  Trust. 

THELLUSSON  ACT. 

Where  a  testator  directs  the  accu- 
mulation of  a  fund  to  commence 
at  a  time  subsequent  to  his  de- 
cease, the  accumulation  becomes 
void  at  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  his  decease,  al- 
though at  that  period  there  has 
been  on  the  whole  less  than  twenty- 
one  years  of  accumulation. 

A  testator  gave  annuities  to  A. 
and  B.  respectively,  charged  on 
money  in  the  funds;  and  he  di- 
rected that  when  either  died,  the 
annuity  should  accumulate  until 
the  death  of  the  survivor.  A* 
died  some  time  after  the  testator ; 
B.  being  still  living :  Held,  that 
the  accumulation  must  cease  at 
the  expiration  of  twenty-one 
years  from  the  testators  decease^ 
and  not  from  twenty-one  years 
from  the  decease  of  A.  Webb  v. 
Webb.  493 

See  Maintenance  and  Advance- 
ment. 

TIME  OF  PAYMENT. 
See  Bequest,  3. 

TITLE. 
See  Conditions  of  Sale. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  S.  5, 
6,7. 

TRUST. 
1.  A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per. 
sonal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life, 


and  afler  her  decease  '*  unto  and 
amongst  his  three  children,  P., 
E*  and  T.,  and  their  lawful  issue, 
in  such  proportions,  manner  and 
form,  and  subject  to  such -charges, 
&c.,  as  his  wife  should  appoint:" 
Held,  that  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, the  children  took  estates 
tail,  and  that  an  appointment  to  a 
deceased  child  and  the  heirs  of 
her  body  was  invalid.  Martin  v. 
SwannelL  Page  249 

2.  When  property  is  purchased  by  a 
parent  in  the  name  of  his  child  it 
is  primdjacie  an  advancement; 
the  implied  trust  in  favour  of  the 
person  paying  the  money  does 
not  in  such  case  arise.  This  pre- 
sumption may,  however,  be  rebut- 
ted by  evidence,  manifesting  an 
intention  that  the  child  shall  take 
as  trustee.   Sidmouth  v.  Sidmouth. 

447 
See  Superstitious  Uses. 

TRUSTEE. 

1.  A.yB.f  C.  and  D.  purchased  land 
on  a  joint  speculation ;  and  they 
agreed,  in  case  either  of  them 
should  sell  his  share,  to  give  to 
the  others  the  option  of  buying. 

A.  and  B.  paid  the  whole  pur- 
chase-money, and  C.  and  D. 
mortgaged  their  shares  to  A.  and 

B.  to  secure  their  proportions. 
D.  died,  and  made  A.f  C  and 
W.  executors  and  trustees,  and 
gave  them  power  to  sell  but  no 
power  to  make  purchases.  A» 
and  B.f  who  alone  proved  the  wiU, 
together  with  W.,  agreed  to  re- 
linquish to   C.  a  portion  of  the 

estatey 


or  to  render  the  testator's  estate 
liable  to  a  portion  of  C.'s  mart- 
gage,  the  estate  of  D.  was  not  en- 
titled to  participate  in  the  benefit 
of  the  purchase.  Feci  \.  Card' 
w^L  Page  137 

S.  A  trustee,  who  was  directed  by 
the  will  of  the  testator  to  invest 
the  residue  in  consols,  and  to  ac- 
cumulate the  dividends,  invested  | 
it  on  mortgage  of  real  estate :  he 
was  held  liable  to  make  good  the 
amount  of  stock  which  would  have  { 
been  purchased  in  consols,  toge- . 
ther  with  the  amount  of  accu 
lation  which  would  have  been  pro- 
duced by  a  proper  investment  of 
the  dividends  of  such  stock.  | 
Pridt  V.  Fooks. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  I,  2. 

Charitv,  S,  4. 

Co-Defenoants. 

Costs,  2.  4. 

Executor. 

Grammar  School. 

Imsolvest. 

Laches. 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  A.  B,f  an  attorney,  representing 
himself  to  be  authorised  by  the 
owners,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment on  their  behalf,  to  sell  a 
house  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  re- 
ceived a  deposit.  The  Plaintiff 
filed  a  bill  against  the  owners  and 

A.  B.f  praying  a  specific  perform, 
ance,  and  in  the  alternative,  that  if 
the  agreement  could  not  be  en- 
forced against  the  owners,  then 
that  A.  B.  might  repay  the  de- 
posit and  the  costs  incurred  by 
the  Plaintiff  and  of  the  suit.  It 
appeared  at  the  hearing  that  A. 

B.  had  no  authority  to  sell :  Held, 
that  the  remedy  of  the  Plaintiff 
against  A.  B.  being  altogether  at 
law  could  not  be  had  in  this  suit, 
and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with 
costs.     Sainsbury  v.  Jones* 

Page  462 

2.  Remedy  by  supplemental  bill, 
afler  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance, for  the  damages  occa- 
sioned to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  ab- 
straction by  the  Defendant,  pen- 
dente litCf  of  part  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit.  Nelson  v. 
Bridges.  239 

3.  A  purchaser  under  the  Court  will 
not  be  allowed  to  take  possession 
<<  without  prejudice  to  objections 
to  the  title,"  even  upon  payment 
of  his  purchase-money  into  Court. 
Hutton  V.  ManselL  260 

4.  The  certificate  of  a  stockbroker, 
of  a  fund  standing  in  the  bank, 
held  insufficient  evidence  of  that 
fact  as  between  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser.   Hobson  V.  Bell.  17 


5.  An  estate  was  settled  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife  successively  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  their  chil- 
dren as  they  should  appoint,  and 
in  default  of  appointment  between 
such  children.  The  husband  and 
wife  encumbered  their  life  in- 
terests, and  in  August  the  husband 
and  wife,  having  seven  children, 
appointed  the  whole  estate  to  the 
eldest  daughter ;  in  October  of  the 
same  year  the  husband,  wife  and 
daughter  mortgaged  the  property 
for  SOOCV.  The  mortgagee,  under 
the  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage 
deed,  sold  the  property  to  the 
Plaintiff;  and  after  the  title  had 
been  approved  of,  one  of  the 
younger  children  gave  notice  to 
the  Plaintiff  not  to  complete,  and 
that  the  appointment  was  a  fraud 
on  the  marriage  settlement,  and 
also  cautioning  the  purchaser 
not  to  pay  the  purchase  money ; 
he  did  not,  however,  follow  up  the 
notice  by  any  proceeding :  Held, 
that  notwithstanding  this,  a  good 
title  was  shewn,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser must  complete.  Green  y. 
Pulsford.  Page  70 

6.  Where  time  is  not  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  there  is  unne- 
cessary delay  by  one  of  the  par- 
ties in  completing,  the  other  has 
a  right,  by  notice,  to  limit  the 
time  for  completing  the  contract, 
and  upon  default  to  abandon  the 
contract. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  a  vendor  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract :  the  purchaser  insisted  that 
the  contract  had  been  abandoned ; 
failing  in  this  defencci  he  was  or- 
dered 
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dered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit  up 
to  the  hearing,  and  the  usual  re- 
ference was  made  as  to  title.  Tay* 
lor  V.  Brown,  Page  ISO 

?•  On  a  purchase  from  a  mortgagee, 
of  a  fund  standing  in  the  name  of 
trustees,  it  is  not  an  essential  blot 
on  the  title,  that  notice  of  th^^- 
cumbrance  was  not  given  to'  the 
trustees,  if  it  can  be  shewn  that 
no  subsequent  incumbrancer  has 
given  notice. 

Whether  the  title  to  a  trust 
fund  is  bad,  where,  in  consequence 
of  the  death  of  trustees,  inform- 
ation cannot  be  obtained  from 
them  of  the  incumbrances  of 
which  they  had  received  notice  ? 
Quare.     Hobson  v.  Bell.  17 

See  Conditions  of  Sale. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Specific  Performance. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 
See  Remoteness,  1,  2. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

A  party  largely  indebted  made  a 
voluntary  settlement,  and  became 
insolvent  within  three  years  :  Held 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  settlement 
under  the  IS  Eliz.  c,  5. ;  and  held 
also,  that  in  order  to  set  it  aside 
it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  that 
the  settlor  was  in  a  state  amount- 


ing to  insolvency.     Townsefid  ?. 
WeHacoH.  Page  S40 

See  Pleading,  1. 


WILL. 


See  Bequest,  passim. 

Cumulative  Legacy,  1, 2. 
Devise. 

Dying  without  Issue. 
Extrinsic  Evidence. 
Legal  Representatives. 
Lawful  Issue. 
Maintenance    and    Ad- 
vancement. 
Perishable  Property,  2. 
Remoteness,  1,  2. 
Specific  Legacy,  ] ,  2. 

WRIT  OF  EXECUTION. 

It  is  irregular  to  serve  a  xorit  of  exe» 
cution^  commanding  payment  of 
money,  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  appointed  for  payment  in  tbe 
order  upon  which  the  writ  is 
founded.    Duffield  v.  Eltces.    269 

WAIVER. 

See  Acquiescence. 
Impertinence. 

WITNESS. 
See  Evidence,  passim. 
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